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ABSTRACT 
 
 This research describes a large, newly-recorded archaeological site in the Upper 
Apalachicola River valley, northwest Florida, and a private collection of artifacts from it, as well 
as test excavations, three dimensional modeling, chemical analysis and direct radiocarbon dating 
of ceramics to relate the site with regional archaeological chronologies and settlement patterns. A 
University of South Florida (USF) 2013 field school conducted excavations at the 
multicomponent midden on the western floodplain of the Apalachicola River called the 
McKinnie site (8JA1869). Students collaborated with a local collector and family members to 
learn about the site’s history. Data from the collection and excavations show that the site was 
inhabited through four thousand years of prehistory, serving as a rich seasonal resource base for 
local people in the area starting in the Middle Archaic Period, and as a small place of occupation 
during the Woodland Period, until people moved out into the river valley to live in farming 
villages. We also investigated a series of fascinating features, stored in the private collection and 
excavated by USF, which may have been intentionally buried at the site up to 5500 years ago. 
They may be evidence of some ancient ochre processing to obtain pigments, or some other 
special activity.  
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CHAPTER 1: 
INTRODUCTION AND RESEARCH GOALS 
 
In this thesis I try to reconstruct and interpret an Archaic-through-Mississippian-Period 
site that was almost completely excavated without being documented. All of the excavated 
materials were saved by a local collector, who was gracious enough to let me describe the entire 
collection. After conducting controlled excavations with a 2013 University of South Florida 
(USF) field school, I used excavation data, analysis of the collection, chemical pottery testing, 
radiocarbon dating, and three-dimensional modeling to piece the site back together within 
existing archaeological models for the region. I then show repeated occupation at the site over 
the last several millennia, and relate it to the prehistoric cultural record and chronology of the 
region. 
Research Area 
The McKinnie (8Ja1869) site is a multicomponent prehistoric midden in the upper 
Apalachicola River valley (Figure 1.1). It was unknown to professional archaeology until 2011, 
when a local resident brought it to the attention of USF archaeologists at a public archaeology 
day program at Chattahoochee Landing, in the town of Chattahoochee, Florida. The site is just 
south of Sneads, in Jackson County, on private land. It is on a cut bank 150 meters up a small  
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Figure 1.1 General location of the McKinnie Site, Jackson County, northwest Florida  
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stream that empties into the Apalachicola 1.2 km (0.75 miles) north from the I-10 river crossing. 
More than 35 percent of the midden has been disturbed. The collection of materials from 
previous digging at the site contains over 5,200 artifacts from the Early Archaic Period through 
the Fort Walton (Mississippian) Period, including hundreds of projectile points and some 
fragmentary decorated pottery, all mounted in display cases in the collector’s home. The 
collection includes objects from several small pit features that the collector encountered at the 
site; these features may be intentional, possibly ritual, deposits. 
The primary objective was to document this large collection, including the features, and 
try to make sense of it all within the context of the site. To provide comparative data, some 
excavations needed to be conducted. During the 2013 USF summer field school we were able to 
find enough undisturbed midden space to place two 1-x-1-meter test units. Six shovel tests and 
three cores were also judgmentally placed to determine the site’s boundaries. We took hundreds 
of spatial data using a total station to help visualize the current state of the site, and estimate how 
much of it is disturbed. Analysis of the materials that were collected from these excavations and 
the results of detailed topographic mapping are discussed in Chapter 5, Excavations.  
The features that the collector noticed during previous digging were intriguing. At the 
base of the midden, again and again, he found clusters of distinctive yet mundane artifacts – 
ochre, chert debitage flakes, iron rock, smashed quartzite, and charcoal – that seemed to have 
been deliberately buried in the deep culturally sterile clay, in small pits he described as looking 
like they had been scooped out by a hand. He had the foresight to recover and save 22 of these 
clusters, and kept them individually bagged. On the second-last day of our 2013 excavations, the 
collector found another cluster eroding out of the stream’s exposed cut bank face. We 
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photographed and collected it as a feature. The analysis and comparison of these features, and 
descriptions of the entire collection are reported in Chapter 8. 
Because this study involved so much unprovenienced pottery, I used a portable X-ray 
fluorescence machine (pXRF) to compare the trace elements in the chemical make-up of pottery 
from the collection and from excavation. I also took clay samples from about every 15–20 km 
through the Apalachicola River Valley, and measured the samples’ trace elemental composition 
with pXRF to show if they had similar or different origins. A chemical comparison of the various 
potteries and clay samples is reported in Chapter 7.  
Research Goals 
 From the beginning of this project, in late 2012, I tried to organize my investigations 
around several questions. The following is a summary of these research questions and the 
techniques that were applied to test implications. The results of these tests are discussed in 
Chapter 9.  
How does the site relate to the cultural chronology and settlement patterns in the region? 
The site may have been continuously or intermittently occupied, and/or perhaps it is connected to 
one of the nearby prehistoric occupations (see Chapter 3). I use comparisons of excavated and 
curated assemblages, radiocarbon dating, and analysis of artifact densities to try to understand 
what cultural groups used the site, and when they were there.  
What was the site’s function? The site is small, occasionally flooded, removed from large 
village areas and near hunting and fishing resources in the bottomland forest; it may have been a 
hunting camp. But if it was a camp, why would there be so much pottery and so many completed 
tools in the collection? I compare the site’s material character and timeframe with those of 
 6 
 
nearby sites and broader regional patterns to explore why the site was useful to people for 
thousands of years.  
Do materials in the collection reflect materials professionally recovered at the site? In 
order to use the collection to interpret the site, an empirical connection should be established. I 
use ceramic type frequencies and pXRF analysis to compare the content and chemical properties 
of previously collected and excavated pottery assemblages, as well as to compare ceramics of 
different time periods. 
What are the small features or caches? Maybe use-wear analysis, radiocarbon dating, and 
ethnographic comparison could shed light on behaviors, or possible use, connected with this kind 
of deposit.  
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CHAPTER 2: 
ENVIRONMENT 
 
The Apalachicola Valley 
 The creek adjacent to the McKinnie site flows from a swampy, seasonally dry, spring-fed 
lake called July Lake. The stream is thus named July Lake Creek. It feeds eastward into the 
Apalachicola River, just downstream from the confluence of the Chattahoochee and Flint Rivers; 
this confluence is now submerged under Lake Seminole behind the Jim Woodruff Dam (Figure 
2.1). The Apalachicola is the largest river in Florida in terms of flow. The Apalachicola-
Chattahoochee-Flint basin drains 50,800 km
2
 from parts of Georgia, Alabama and Florida 
(Hubbell et al. 1956). The northernmost waters of the system rise in the Blue Ridge Mountains, 
from where the Chattahoochee flows south through Georgia to meet the Flint at Lake Seminole, 
at the Georgia border. The Flint drains some of the piedmont region in Georgia, east of the 
Chattahoochee’s course. From the Woodruff Dam, the Apalachicola flows south 171 km, 
terminating in an estuarine delta at the town of Apalachicola on the Gulf Coast (Couch 1996). 
In the area nearest to the McKinnie site the river cuts through Miocene sediments in a 
broad floodplain between the bluffs of the Grand Ridge and Tallahassee Hills physiographic 
provinces (Leitman 1984). The Apalachicola floods annually in the late winter and early spring, 
and preserves buried middens (White 2000:204). The numerous prehistoric agricultural 
 8 
 
  
Figure 2.1 Physiographic provinces in Northwest Florida 
 
settlements in the valley undoubtedly benefited from this effect but also are damaged when cut 
away by flood erosion. The river has since been straightened in some places and is periodically 
dredged (Couch 1996). 
The recent “Water Wars” that pit the needs for drinking water in large sun-belt cities 
(such as Atlanta, Georgia) against those of coastal fishing industries (such as Apalachicola, in 
Florida) have resulted in unseasonably low river levels and low waters in Apalachicola Bay 
 9 
 
(Morey 2009). Overall, small and large reservoirs absorb over 25 percent of the total 
Apalachicola-Chattahoochee-Flint basin, and fragment over 11,000 once free-flowing streams 
(Ignatius and Stallins 2011:388). This is of concern to archaeology. The changes in hydrology 
have resulted in the inundation of hundreds of sites near the confluence, and a tendency of the 
river to wash away ancient portions of its banks (White 1982), which are high-probability areas 
for prehistoric sites. Thus much of the archaeological record in this valley is in peril, or has 
already been lost (White 1996).  
 The river and floodplain are home to a vast array of mammals, birds, amphibians, reptiles 
and fish. The Apalachicola has the largest number of fish species of all Gulf coastal drainages 
east of the Mississippi and in the state of Florida (Blaustein 2009:786). The river hosts the 
highest densities of amphibians and reptiles north of Mexico, and unique endemic flora 
(Livingston 1984:35). The bottomlands and ridges support deer, turkey, small mammals, berries, 
and fruiting trees such as wild persimmon. All of these species would have been used by 
prehistoric peoples. 
 The upper part of the valley lies in the coastal plain region, on Upper Tampa Limestone, 
overlain in the river valley by Miocene sediments (Puri and Vernon 1964). The bedrock in the 
ridges that surround the upper valley is dotted with outcrops of chert, especially on the west side 
of the river in Jackson County (Lane 1994). The soil at the McKinnie site is described as Esto 
loamy sand, typified by a shallow layer of brown to dark brown loamy sand on top of sandy clay 
and clay to a depth of 80 cm, with low permeability (Duffee 1979). Test unit profiles revealed 
that, in reality, the soil contains a dark gray midden layer approximately 40 cm deep and up to 30 
cm thick that is capped with a hard-baked silt and clay layer to a depth of 20 cm. It is clearly 
Hornsville series clayey sand (Soil Survey Staff 1999).  
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 The upper Apalachicola valley in the region of the McKinnie site is a broad alluvial 
bottomland covered in hardwood and mixed forests. Though the seasonal flooding and estimated 
256-day growing season (Leitman 1984) sustained large indigenous agricultural communities in 
later prehistory, the vast array of wild flora and fauna have supported human life for thousands 
of years. Indeed, the late prehistoric Fort Walton farmers also continued to hunt, fish, and collect 
wild fruits and nuts. The strategic location near the confluence of three rivers, with access to the 
interior hills and the sea, would have furnished means of communication and transportation, and 
a rich environment for settlement. As Ripley Bullen remarked, the valley represents a virtual 
“aboriginal route 1” in the middle Florida panhandle (Bullen 1958:318).  
 
Local Environment  
 The site itself is situated in the backswamp (low area behind the natural river levy) on the 
west side of the Apalachicola River, at the foot of the first river terrace. The local vegetation 
includes mature understory growth, palmetto, and a wide variety of hardwoods. The Land 
Manager, who oversees the property for landowner Forest Investment Associates, identified 
some massive swamp oaks, as well as overcup oak, chestnut oak, hickory, sugarberry, yellow 
beech, winged elm, and slash pine trees. All of the pine has been cut at least once, and all 
individual pines are younger than 75 years (Danny Duce, personal communication 2013). 
Many of the local environmental features are visible on the adjusted Light Detection and 
Ranging (LiDAR) map in Figure 2.3. The spring water that passes 8JA1869 flows down out of 
the Grand Ridge formation northwest of the site, and bottoms out in the swamp flats at July Lake 
(marked “B” in the Figure). Cypress root uplift and some channeling are visible in this 
 11 
 
Figure 2.2 Local topographic and environmental features near 8JA1869 visible in 
LiDAR, including old stream meanders (A), cypress swamp in July Lake (B), and dredge 
spoil piles, left by the Corps of Engineers (C). 
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Figure 2.3  July Lake Creek during the dry season as it appeared during USF 
excavations, looking west. The southern edge of the site runs along the creek bank (at 
foreground, right).  
 
area, where the stream trickles through during the dry season. During the wet spring and late 
winter, the lake is often filled. East of the site area, a dry oxbow is visible in elevation (marked 
“A”), probably the result of a captured meander of the creek. This low area holds water (and 
fish) for long periods after winter floods have receded; such features would have offered a 
bonanza of trapped aquatic food to prehistoric inhabitants. I walked around this oxbow 
depression with the collector, through enormous old-growth sweetgums. He recalled standing 
water in the depression for weeks following the record 1994 flood.  
 Flood elevations have been adapted from data at the nearby Chattahoochee Landing 
Weather Service station (NOAA 2014), and projected onto the local topography. These data are 
the closest and most appropriate, as measurements from other stations are either within artificial 
 13 
 
reservoirs, or at much lower relative elevation. The level of the 1994 flood, considered at least a 
100-year high water mark (White 1996), cuts high into the Grand Ridge (Figure 2.3). During 
floods of this kind, the McKinnie site is under three meters of water, 400 meters away from the 
bank. Average annual flood levels, at 19 meters above mean sea level, cover the top of the site in 
shallow water.  
 Flat creek is directly opposite July Creek, on the east side of the Apalachicola. It cuts 
deeply through 30 km of Torreya ravines almost to the headwaters of the Ochlockonee River, a 
region that is both biologically and archaeologically rich. The ridges, or “steepheads,” of Torreya 
are so high and steep that during the last five million years (Schmidt 1997:3), this part of Florida 
has remained above sea level. More recently, during the last Ice Age, advancing ice sheets forced 
temperate species into this relatively warm upland, where they have remained as unique endemic 
species. The ravines are home to diverse ecological zones including, dry pine flats, hardwood 
slopes, dry and moist hammocks, and some wetlands, with up to 45-degree slopes (Mohlenbrock 
1997). The confluence of Flat Creek with the Apalachicola at July Lake Creek, links the rich 
backswamps around the McKinnie Site to the diverse ecological communities of the Torreya 
uplands.  
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CHAPTER 3:  
ARCHAEOLOGICAL BACKGROUND 
 
Previous Survey 
More than a century of archaeological research has established that the Apalachicola 
River valley has been inhabited in all time periods from the Paleo-Indian period (ca. 12000 BP) 
to the present day (Brose 1980; Bullen 1950, 1958; Carter and Dunbar 2006; 2003; Moore 1903; 
Tyler 2009; White 1981; White and Trauner 1987). The first recorded archaeological 
investigations of the upper Apalachicola were conducted by Clarence B. Moore, who traveled 
the river in 1903 from its mouth in the Gulf to the confluence of the Chattahoochee and Flint 
rivers, near the McKinnie site. He excavated the nearby Aspalaga Mounds (8GD1; Figure 3.1), 
two km east of the project site (Moore 1903:401). The excavations removed numerous burials 
and collections of ceramic types later characterized as Middle Woodland: Swift-Creek, and early 
Weeden Island (Willey 1949:258). He was also the first to excavate the large Woodland and Fort 
Walton mound complex at Chattahoochee Landing, a few miles north of the site (Moore 
1903:412). The region of the three rivers marked the end of his voyage on the Apalachicola (but 
later he continued up the Chattahoochee).  
Following Moore, no further archaeological investigations were carried out in the region 
until the salvage work that preceded the construction of the Jim Woodruff Dam in the 1950s. 
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Figure 3.1. Sites around the McKinnie Site, along the Apalachicola River and Lake 
Seminole. Only sites referenced in the text are labeled. Note the distribution of sites, tucked 
into the hills and ravines (east), or lined up along the river (center).  
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Though much of Willey’s (1949) chronology, which remains so influential, was a result of 
surveys in the area in 1942, he made little note of the surrounding mound sites of the 
Apalachicola headwaters. This is puzzling considering the historic access to the nearby 
Chattahoochee Landing via route 90 (White 2011a:13). Nevertheless, beginning in the late 1940s 
hundreds of sites were identified in the upper Apalachicola/lower Chattahoochee during the river 
bottom and reservoir survey. This early work was critical because most of the sites were 
eventually submerged in the reservoir (White 1981:34). It was the most extensive survey carried 
out in the region up until that time. During this survey Bullen (1958) conducted the second series 
of excavations at Chattahoochee Landing (8GD4), though it seems he was not able to see the 
Curlee site (8Ja7) directly across the river. Erosion would not begin to expose that site until after 
the completion of the dam (White 2011a:17).   
 In 1973 the nearby Coe’s Landing (8Ja137) and Sycamore (8GD13) sites were excavated 
by Brose (1980) and Milanich (1974), respectively, in advance of the construction of Interstate 
10, which now crosses the Apalachicola river less than 1200 meters south of the McKinnie site. 
Soon after, Brose continued work at the Curlee site. The most extensive survey near the site took 
place around Lake Seminole in the late 1970s, when hundreds of sites where discovered and 
revisited to assess the impact of the reservoir (White 1981).  
 White also interpreted excavations from Curlee, characterizing the site as a Fort Walton 
village and cemetery (White 1982).  The majority of all known sites within the greater valley 
area were documented by USF students in the 1980s and 90s.  Henefield and White (1986) 
produced a thorough survey of the Middle and Lower Apalachicola valley. Over fifty sites had 
previously been recorded by USF fieldworkers under White in a 1984 survey, mostly in the 
upper valley. The Middle and Lower Apalachicola survey documented another 107 new sites the 
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following year. In the later 1980s more in-depth research led to test excavations at six 
Apalachicola sites (White 1994). 
During an emergency assessment of 1994 record flood damage a USF crew tested the  
Thick Greenbriar site (8JA417), a Fort Walton/protohistoric village (White 2000). This is by far 
the closest excavation to have taken place near the McKinnie site, about 500 meters south of July 
Lake Creek.  
 USF graduate students have continued to expand work in the valley. Some have created 
systematic databases and GIS inventories of sites through time to assess changes in settlement 
pattern (Simpson 1996; Schieffer 2013). Others have recently expanded work at sites near the 
McKinnie site. Rodriguez (2003) reported further excavations at Thick Greenbriar, focusing on 
the protohistoric component. Yuellig’s (2007) analysis of 10,700 surface ceramic finds from the 
Curlee site (5 km upriver from July Lake) characterized the temper and form of the ceramics and 
determined that the collection was comprised of predominantly Lake Jackson pottery (White et 
al. 2012). Kelley’s (2013) work included excavations at Ocheesee Pond (8JA1847 and 8JA1848) 
and the characterization of a related collection. Ocheesee Pond is 7 km northwest of the 
McKinnie site. The mostly Middle and Late Archaic artifacts from the collection and 
archaeological testing were similar to the assemblage from the McKinnie site.  
Excavations at Chattahoochee Landing mound group in July 2011 mark the latest 
archaeological investigation in the upper valley. The project combined the information from the 
many previous excavations (as noted above, Brose 1980; Bullen 1958; Moore 1903, White 1982) 
with additional field work to determine the impact of constructing a boat ramp for the Florida 
Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (White 2011a).  
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Culture History 
Paleo-Indian Period (12,000–9,000 BP) 
 The Paleo-Indian Period refers to time immediately following the entrance of humans 
into the Americas, at the tail end of the Pleistocene epoch. In Florida, this period is accepted to 
extend from about 12,000 to 10,000 years BP (Milanich 1994; Webb 2006). So much water was 
locked up in glaciers, that sea levels at the mouth of the Apalachicola were 40–50 meters lower 
than current levels (Stapor and Tanner 1977). So the dry land area of Florida was about twice the 
current size of the peninsula (Scott 1997:66). Florida would have been drier and cooler, with 
fewer of its famous springs and wetlands. The coastal plain was probably a vast grassy savannah 
that hosted huge mammoths, sloths, giant tortoises and many of the grassland species native only 
to west Africa today. It is hypothesized that advancing ice pushed temperate species from North 
and South America into an ice free “refugium” of increased biodiversity, that would have 
included the southeast (Webb 2006).  
 There are very few Paleo-Indian sites in the Apalachicola valley for several reasons. 
Because the coastline extended far out into what is now the continental shelf under the Gulf of 
Mexico, most of the evidence for Paleo-Indian sites is probably in the submerged ancient river 
valleys (Faught 2004). Inland, most Paleo-Indian sites are also found underwater by river divers, 
perhaps because the scarcity of surface water would have drawn both hunters and prey close to 
sink holes in Florida’s karst regions (Dunbar et al. 2006).  
 Most of the known Paleo-Indian sites and artifacts in the Apalachicola region also come 
from the nearest karstic river, the Chipola (Sheiffer 2013; Tyler 2008; White and Trauner 1987). 
The Chipola is probably the paleo-channel of the Chattahoochee/Apalachicola River (Schmidt 
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1997:9). During the first comprehensive survey of the Chipola, four Paleo sites were discovered, 
three of which were in Jackson County, not far from the McKinnie Site (White and Trauner 
1987). Tyler (2008) later related privately-held Paleo-Indian collections from the Chipola to site 
distribution data to develop site probability modeling. This was expanded upon by Scheiffer 
(2013) to include some areas of the Apalachicola Valley. Paleo-Indian artifacts have been 
documented in the Keene Collection, just over the Grand Ridge from the McKinnie Site (Kelley 
2013).  
 
The Archaic Period (9000–3000 BP) 
 The Archaic begins with the gradual changes in the early Holocene, as the climate 
became warmer and wetter. By the middle of this period, Florida had developed some 
characteristics of the modern, wet, subtropical environment, with wetlands and grassy estuaries. 
In the Apalachicola Valley, climate change reshaped settlement patterns, as the river (and 
population) shifted east toward its current channel. In the second half of the period, people 
developed new projectile technology and invented pottery.  
 
Early Archaic  
 The Early Archaic is typified by the first increases in population, the development of 
semi-sedentary (maybe seasonal) habitation at shell middens, possibly expanded water 
transportation, and possibly more specialized subsistence strategies, such as fishing. Far away 
from the Apalachicola Valley, the Windover Pond cemetery provided a glimpse into Early 
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Archaic life near Cape Canaveral, FL (Doran 2002). The wet anaerobic conditions preserved 
7000–8000 year old burials with intact genetic materials, textiles, botanicals, and fairly complex 
mortuary rituals. In northwest Florida, the Early Archaic may be even earlier; an Early Archaic 
woodworking area at the Page-Ladson site has been dated to 9953 ± 40 radiocarbon years BP 
(Web and Dunbar 2006:91; 2σ Cal BC 9113–8634 using Calib with IntCal 13). But the Page-
Ladson site is over 100 km east of the McKinnie Site, on the Aucilla River, though the setting is 
essentially the same as on the Chipola River. 
In the Apalachicola Valley there are many more sites beginning in the Early Archaic 
Period. Bolen projectile points, the calling card of the Early Archaic, are one of the most 
common points picked up by local collectors (White and Trauner 1987:8).  Part of the population 
apparently remained centered in the Chipola valley, represented by 22 known Late Archaic sites 
(Scheiffer 2013: 154). But sites also begin to appear in the Apalachicola Valley; there are 20 
Early Archaic sites known from around Lake Seminole (10 km north of McKinnie site) alone 
(White 1981).  
 
Middle Archaic  
 Throughout Florida, the Middle Archaic is associated with rapidly increasing populations 
as the climate stabilized around temperatures and conditions similar to the present (Milanich 
1994). There is also a shift in material culture, as projectile points with thinner and longer stems 
replaced previous forms. This could be associated with the widespread adoption of darts and 
atlatl technology, already present in Early Archaic material culture. It is also the period when 
mound building first began, though this was long believed to have begun in the Woodland Period 
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(Anderson and Mainfort 2002). So far no Archaic mounds are known from the Apalachicola 
valley region. 
 In the local region, Middle Archaic sites tend to be spread over the Grand Ridge and 
Marianna Lowlands between the Chipola and Upper Apalachicola Valleys. Towards the end of 
this period, the Apalachicola was probably stabilized in its current channel (Donoghue and White 
1995), so it is interesting that there are not more Middle Archaic sites near the McKinnie site. 
 
Late Archaic  
 Of all the divisions in the Archaic, sites from the Late Archaic are the most represented in 
the Apalachicola Valley. This may be a result of the first appearance of pottery in the valley, 
which preserves well, and is diagnostically useful compared with the stemmed projectile points, 
which can be from the Middle or Late Archaic. However, it is clear that this is when human 
occupation shifted mostly into the modern Apalachicola channel. While Late Archaic 
occupations are broadly thought to favor wetland environments (Milanich 1994), in the 
Apalachicola they seem only to require some access to water (White 2003:71). Close by to the 
McKinnie site, there are even Late Archaic deposits in the Torreya Uplands, saddled between 
spring-fed ravines (Milanich 1994; Scarry 1975). 
 The ever-present Florida Archaic Stemmed points continue into the Late Archaic Period, 
and their ambiguity does little to clarify the pre-ceramic Late Archaic (White 2003). However, 
the chronology of fiber-tempered pottery that appears during this period is well known; the 
organic temper has been directly dated on three occasions (White 2003; Chapter 6, this thesis). 
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The time range established from direct and indirect dating of Apalachicola fiber-tempered sherds 
is from 2292–806 cal B.C. (n = 8, White 2003:81).   
 In the upper valley, sites appear to be clustered along the river but this is probably 
explained by the visibility of materials washing out of the exposed riverbank faces and great 
depth of overburden from annual flood deposits at inland sites. Before the Jim Woodruff Dam 
flooded the area that is now Lake Seminole, Bullen (1958) excavated a Late Archaic component 
from below two meters of alluvial deposits, at the Chattahoochee #1 Site (8JA8).  
 
The Woodland Period (1,000 B.C.–A.D. 1000) 
Early Woodland  
 Sites from the Early Woodland appear throughout the Valley, and are associated with an 
intensification of burial mound construction. The burial mound tradition in the Early Woodland 
is distinguished from the later Middle Woodland Period by the absences of elaborate exotics and 
grave goods, and the presence of Deptford pottery. Though Willey (1949:357) originally 
included Deptford “Bold” Check-Stamped pottery in this series, the types Deptford Linear 
Check-Stamped and Simple-Stamped are now considered the only truly diagnostic decorations 
from this time (Marrinan and White 2007).  
Chattahoochee Landing (8GD4), 11 km north of the McKinnie Site and on the east bank 
of the river, contains an Early Woodland component. Though this site was once misidentified as 
Late Woodland, it has long been known to contain Deptford ceramics (White 2014:228). While 
the site does contain a typical flat-topped Fort Walton mound, profiles exposed in the sides of the 
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smaller mounds had a deep black midden layer with Archaic/Woodland transitional projectile 
points and indeterminate check-stamped pottery. This layer is probably the Early Woodland 
occupation at the site (Bullen 1958; White 2011, 2014). Though the site’s Early Woodland 
designation is supported by ceramics, stratigraphy and radiocarbon dating, no burial has ever 
been found at Chattahoochee Landing, suggesting that interment is not a de facto use of Early 
Woodland mounds (at least locally).  
 
Middle Woodland 
The Middle Woodland was the zenith of the burial mound construction, elaborate burials 
with exotic trade items (i.e. copper, galena, greenstone), and beautiful Swift Creek Complicated-
Stamped and early Weeden Island ceramics. The complicated-stamped wares are represented in 
the McKinnie collection, and often have elaborate curvilinear designs impressed into wet clay 
with carved wooden paddles.  
The Aspalaga Mounds, across the river from the McKinnie site in the hills near I-10 
(Figure 3.2), is the closest of the famous Middle Woodland mound sites in the valley. Moore 
(1903:481–488) excavated three low sand mounds with many Middle Woodland components at 
Aspalaga. One of the mounds contained 44 human burials, flexed or disarticulated, with 
characteristic Middle Woodland grave goods. Some individuals were buried with polished 
greenstone celts, a polished quartzite discoidal stone, shell beads and drinking cups, a sheet of 
mica, as well as complicated-stamped and Weeden Island pottery. There were human and animal 
effigy pots, red burial stains, and a pottery-laden dark-stained area at the base of mound deposits. 
All of these components are common in Middle Woodland mounds, and show that the elaborate  
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Figure 3.2  Sites discussed in Culture History. Note: Several unnamed sites near 
Sassafras (8GD12,14,15,17) are interpreted as similar to, or part of Sycamore/Sassafras 
(the concentration areas mentioned in Late Woodland, this chapter). Triangular cut 
northeast of July Lake is from logging in the swamp.  
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mortuary and ceramic customs were present in the upper valley, in the neighborhood of the 
McKinnie site. 
 
Late Woodland 
The Late Woodland is defined by a decline in elaborate mound ritual, as exotics became 
less common, and both complicated-stamped and Weeden Island pottery are replaced by plain 
and check-stamped wares. Because the Late Woodland is defined mostly by what it is not, and 
by undecorated pottery, it is difficult to distinguish in the archaeological record. While mound 
building may have died out, people probably continued to occupy the same places, and in the 
upper and middle valley, began to adopt agriculture. The Late Woodland groups were the first 
adopters of maize agriculture in the interior Apalachicola-Chattahoochee valley.  
Further excavations around Aspalaga (8GD1, Figure 3.2) in 1973 showed that there was a 
linear village site, about 80-x-130 meters in size, northwest of the mound area where Moore had 
dug (Milanich 1974). The area contained concentrations of dark midden, shell, plain and check-
stamped pottery – similar to other areas that had been identified in the Torreya Ravines during 
unpublished excavations by George Percy. Milanich (1974) interpreted the concentrations as 
intermittent homesteads, and focused 10 weeks of excavations on one possible house area, 
dubbed the Sycamore Site (8GD13, Figure 3.2). The site had a well-defined house, with a rough 
oval of post molds, a large reused hearth area, and a layer of packed sherds, ash, and shell in a 
prepared living surface. Around the house were a well and a storage pit that contained maize.    
Radiocarbon dates from the Sycamore site place the general occupation between A.D. 
650–950, and the house and maize refuse date to around A.D. 800–900. This is the earliest 
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known appearance of maize in Florida. The broader, general date range also corresponds with the 
Late Woodland timeframe throughout all of Florida. This shows that people in the upper 
Apalachicola valley inhabited the region continuously through the Late Woodland Period, and 
were growing maize.  
  
Mississippian 
 Fort Walton is the local variant of Mississippian culture. It blends many archaeological 
traits associated with Mississippian cultures of the broader Southeast (e.g., maize agriculture, 
craft specialization, Southeast Ceremonial Complex imagery, and flat-topped pyramidal mounds) 
with local peculiarities, such as five or six pointed bowls, and reliance on crushed quartzite grit 
temper materials as opposed to crushed shell, as in most of the Mississippian world. There is also 
no evidence of warfare among Fort Walton groups, unlike much of the rest of the Mississippian 
southeast.  
In the upper valley, near the McKinnie site, agriculture was apparently done in long, 
linear farming villages on the banks of the river. Closer to the McKinnie project area and nearer 
to the Coe’s Landing Site and I-10, White excavated the Fort Walton and proto-historic Thick 
Greenbriar site (8Ja417, Figure 3.2), after it became threatened by unusual winter flooding in 
1994 (White 2000). The site had been known since a 1984 boat survey, but like many river sites, 
centuries of seasonal overbanking had buried the cultural deposits in a meter of alluvial 
sediments, and it was not exposed until it was side-cut by floodwaters. In addition to providing 
much-needed proto-historic Fort Walton data for the region, the site has been interpreted as the 
northwest end of a linear Fort Walton village thought to extend south to the Coe’s Landing, now 
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replaced by the I-10 bridge (White 2000:218). In relation to the McKinnie Site, the hypothesized 
Thick Greenbriar-Coe’s Landing village is the nearest major prehistoric occupation. The natural 
ravine that marks the northern (or upriver) end of Thick Greenbriar is less than 400 meters from 
the mouth of the creek that flows along the side of the McKinnie Site (Figure 3.2).  
The Thick Greenbriar village probably extended even to the mouth of July Creek where 
the July Lake Creek site (8JA414) was discovered by the same USF boat survey in 1984. It 
contained shell tempered pottery, which is part of the protohistoric pottery assemblage from the 
Thick Greenbriar site. By the time the 1996 flood-damage survey arrived, the small site had 
disappeared, possibly washed away or covered with alluvial deposits. But the site may have been 
much bigger in the recent past. The collector, who knows as much about this area as any living 
person, reported seeing the riverbank adjacent to the creek “paved with potsherds” in the 1950s.  
Beyond the now-washed-away July Lake Creek site, further Fort Walton linear 
occupations are present just north at the Medusa site. A riverbank Fort Walton occupation is also 
noted at Flat Creek North across the river at the mouth of Flat Creek. It is likely that during the 
Fort Walton Period villages stretched along both sides of the river bank, probably all the way to 
the Curlee site (Figure 3.1).  
 
Historic Creek 
There is one piece of Chattahoochee Brushed pottery in the collection that came from the 
McKinnie site. This ceramic type is associated with historic Creek Indian groups in Georgia, and 
appears at sites throughout the Apalachicola valley, because of the movement of these groups 
downriver along the Chattahoochee/Apalachicola. These are the people who moved into Spanish 
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Florida and became Seminole Indians. Pieces of brushed Creek and Seminole wares are known 
from several nearby sites, including four separate sites located by Bullen (1950:120; 1958) 
during the 1948 field season in the area of the forks. He attributed their presence to either late 
Lower Creek movement in the valley in the late eighteenth and nineteenth century, or local 
nineteenth-century activity associated with the historic Seminole reservation of Econchatimico, 9 
miles northwest of the dam (1958:356). Later survey showed that there are at least 48 
Creek/Seminole sites within the tri-rivers area (White 1981:684). Historic Creek pottery is found, 
often in very light deposits, at sites through the entire Apalachicola River valley (Schieffer 
2013:146). 
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CHAPTER 4: 
 METHODS 
 
Field Methods 
 Standard field methods were followed during excavations at the McKinnie site. The 1-x-
1-m test units were excavated in 10-cm arbitrary levels in all of Test Unit A. The first non-
cultural stratum of Test Unit B was excavated as a single 30-cm level, but the underlying midden 
soils had to be sampled in 10-cm levels because there were no natural strata to follow. All 50-cm 
square shovel tests were excavated as a single sample. After each 10-cm level in the excavation 
units was complete, the floor was prepared, photographed and sketched. Each floor’s depth was 
controlled with the use of a total station laser transit. All soil was sifted through ¼-in mesh 
hardware cloth in the field. In addition to screening soil onsite, samples measuring 30 x 30 x 10 
cm) or 9 liters of soil were collected from each level for flotation and one-liter samples for 
permanent storage.  
 Artifacts found during level excavations were bagged and assigned a single vertical 
provenience and separate catalog number. When possible, artifacts were recorded with a location 
in situ, denoted by depth, northing, and easting (cm) from the control datum (Figure 4.1). 
Artifacts recovered from shovel tests and cores were recorded with their depths and strata as 
unique proveniences. Each provenience was assigned a conventional USF field catalog number 
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comprised of the Florida site file number, year of collection, and order of collection (e.g. the 
third artifact/provenience collected was assigned the number 8Ja1869-13-3). A field catalog was 
compiled, listing bags brought in daily. In addition to excavations, the field crew mapped the site 
as thoroughly as possible within the constraints of time using two teams operating one analog 
and one laser transit. The catalog of all materials recovered by the USF investigations at the site 
appears in this thesis as Appendix A. 
Figure 4.1 Crew member Garth Kaulens prepares to measure the in situ location of a 
biface (13-72.1) collected from the southeast quadrant of Test Unit B.  
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The Collection 
 Another large part of the research for this project was carried out at the home of the 
collector in a series of visits during the USF field school, and in several other follow up visits. 
The first objective was to document the artifacts that he had displayed on the walls. Each case 
was removed individually and taken apart. Loose artifacts were numbered, weighed and 
photographed separately. The majority of the artifacts, including diagnostic tools and ceramics, 
could not be analyzed individually because they are glued to a piece of terrycloth towel affixed 
to the back of each case. In order to identify these glued pieces a series of high resolution 
photographs were taken of each case in direct sunlight.  
 The photographs were catalogued later and each artifact was given a description that 
made note of the artifact type, raw material, size, and decoration. Because the artifacts are glued 
into their respective cases, the numbering system is based on the layout of their current display. 
Every artifact is given a designation beginning with the abbreviation of the collection (mc), its 
case number (cs1, cs2 etc.) and its number within that case (i.e. mc-cs2.1).  
 Another series of data recording sessions took place on the back porch of the collector’s 
home where an old deer freezer was filled with lithic debitage, some tools and pottery. All 
artifacts were weighed, described and photographed. The debitage was classified following the 
process described below in the Laboratory Methods section. There were also four 5-gallon 
buckets filled with sherds. The buckets were taken back to the field school camp and each sherd 
was washed, identified, weighed, and classified, and a pottery type frequency inventory (or 
tabulation) was generated from the entire mass. Because there is no way of assigning 
proveniences for any of the loose artifacts stored in these areas, the contents of the buckets and 
 32 
 
debitage were treated as one sample. All the artifacts identified in the McKinnie collection are 
tabulated in Appendix A-2, and photos are in B-2. 
 
Laboratory Methods  
  All artifacts that were collected from the field were washed using soft brushes to remove 
clinging soil that remained after excavation and to expose temper in broken ceramic edges. The 
artifacts were dried on mesh drying racks. Material from each arbitrary vertical level was 
catalogued and separated by raw material. When possible, pottery was classified using the 
standard for the region (Willey 1949) and the USF Florida archaeology lab sorting guide (White 
2009). For generic ceramic sherds not of obvious types, only the dimensions, weight and temper 
were noted and catalog numbers were assigned by type within each provenience, as required by 
the Division of Historical Resources curation standards. Lithic debitage was separated first by 
provenience, then by reduction sequence as follows: Flakes with 50–100 percent cortex are 
primary, flakes with 0–50 percent cortex are secondary decortication flakes, and flakes with no 
cortex are secondary. Pieces of angular lithic debris that had no platform or other flake 
characteristics were defined as block shatter. I also recorded difference in raw material, and 
thermal alteration (based on color and macroscopic inspection of glossing and crazing at up to 50 
x). Because of the variation within chert sources, almost any chert that is red-gray-brown 
banded, light brownish gray, or whitish brown/gray is considered to be from local sources, the 
Marianna Quarry Cluster or other coastal plains sources. The local Marianna cluster itself is 
highly variable, comprised of three distinct chert-bearing limestones (Estabrook 2012:166; 
Upchurch 1982). 
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 Remains recovered from each 9-liter soil sample from every level of Tests Units A and B 
were examined following flotation of the soil. Flotation is intended to separate the components in 
a soil matrix based on buoyancy and size. This process was designed to aid in recovering charred 
botanical remnants and artifacts/food garbage too small to be retrieved by conventional dry 
screening. In this process each 9-liter soil sample is poured into a set of 0.250 inch (6.35 mm; A 
fraction) and 0.034 inch (8.65 mm; B fraction) screens inside a 50-gallon drum filled with water. 
Water is sprayed from a shower head in the bottom for five minutes to agitate buoyant particles 
over the edge into a smaller 0.012 inch (0.30 mm; C fraction) screen (Figure 4.2).  
Figure 4.2  Soil in the process of flotation.  Some heavy particles are separated into 
0.250 inch (6.35 mm) and 0.034 inch (8.65 mm) screens inside of the barrel. Buoyant 
organic particles fall over the spout, and are captured in the 0.012 inch (0.30 mm) screen 
on the green bucket.  
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After each cycle the contents of the separate screens are assigned the names fraction A, 
B, and C by descending screen aperture size. These fractions are dried and rebagged to be later 
sorted. Because the soils from the frequent flooding at the site are so dense and solidified, 
additional steps were added to the flotation process.  After each cycle, the B fraction was water 
screened for an additional two minutes using the water in the closed flotation system to avoid 
contamination. The water was again run through the C-Fraction screen and the B and C fractions 
were dried with the other fractions.  
 The dried fractions were sorted to remove all sediments and collect and separate different 
materials within the sample. These groupings vary from sample to sample and may include lithic 
debris, ceramics, faunal remains, shell, charred botanicals, charcoal, and tiny seeds. What is left 
at the end is labeled “remains after sorting.” This typically consists of modern root material and 
other plant remains that do not preserve for long in the soils of northwest Florida. After floral, 
faunal and cultural materials are identified and noted, each fraction is counted, weighed and 
cataloged with a unique number. The catalogue code contains information about the site, 
provenience, fraction and material class.  
 Before the total soil contents of Features 1 and 2 were floated, they were dry-sorted on a 
sterile surface to extract charcoal, artifacts, or faunal remains that could be damaged during 
flotation. Lithic debris, bifaces, and ochre, were examined for use-wear. After charcoal was 
submitted for radiocarbon dating (Figure 4.3), the remainder of each feature was floated, dried, 
sorted, and catalogued as a fractionated flotation sample.  
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Figure 4.3  Charcoal from Feature 2 submitted for radiocarbon dating (13-47.8) 
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CHAPTER 5: 
EXCAVATIONS 
 
A USF crew first visited the McKinnie site in September 2012 to assess the potential for 
undisturbed deposits and subsurface testing. We identified five separate areas big enough for a 1-
x-1-meter test unit that were recommended by the collector and appeared to be relatively 
undisturbed. After obtaining permission from the landowner, American Forest Management Inc., 
we returned with a summer 2013 USF field school to assess the site’s integrity further and 
conduct excavations. Between May 22 and 29, students mapped the site, and excavated seven 
shovel tests, two 1-x-1-meter test units, four auger probe core tests, and collected two features.  
 Detailed mapping showed that the site area lies on a slight, 1–2 meter elevation above the 
surrounding backswamp. Starting from the northern edge of July Lake Creek’s bank, the site 
continues north for 60 meters with a total area of 1710 square meters (Figure 5-1). The areas 
outside the site’s boundaries gently slope down to the west and north, and continue to slope to a 
dry gully oriented northeast-southwest, that runs 20 meters east of the site. In the south and 
central parts of this rise, an area measuring approximately 630 square meters has been heavily 
disturbed by unrecorded digging.  
The collector showed me that the site is just south of a bluff at the edge of the annual 
floodplain, between a series of sloughs that drain springs north of the site. Wider ranging 
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reconnaissance survey revealed that the small rise and site boundaries are on the edge a wide 
creek meander that is not visible in USGS quadrangle maps or aerial photography. The site is 
510 meters downstream from the creek’s source at July Lake, just west of the creek’s tributary, 
Stone Fish Hole run. The topographic features in the immediate vicinity of the site are visible in 
the LiDAR base map in Figure 5.1, which has been exaggerated to show changes in values near 
the site’s elevation.  
Figure 5.1 Adjusted LiDAR map of the area surrounding the McKinnie site (8JA1869) 
showing local topographic features, and nearby small scatter, 8JA1930, discussed in this 
chapter and Appendix D. Note the topography of the midden and trenches (barely visible 
light patches below the green square marking “TUA” and to the right of the label “STE”) 
in the disturbed area (visible from 32,000 ft.!). Maximum resolution, each pixel is 5 meters. 
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Both test units revealed undisturbed soil profiles with intact prehistoric midden layers.  
Of the seven shovel tests, four contained prehistoric artifacts. Temporally diagnostic artifacts 
were recovered from midden soils in Test Units A and B, and from surface collections near the 
creek’s bank (Table 5.2). In total, 234 pottery sherds and 822 lithic artifacts were recovered 
through excavation, surface collection, and flotation of soil samples. 
Table 5.1  Temporally diagnostic artifacts from 2013 excavations at the McKinnie Site 
(8JA1869) 
USF 
Catalog # 
8JA869- 
Provenience Description Date Range* 
13-32.4 Test Unit A 
L. 5 
(1) basal point fragment, straight stem, prob. Otarre, 
Paris Island, or other Late Archaic square base type 
Late Archaic 
13-69.1 Test Unit B 
Floor 3 
(1) Levy or Pickwick point, agatized coral 
1735–1565 cal 
B.C.* 
13-48.1 Feature 2 
(1) basal Hamilton point fragment, chert  
3630–3375 cal 
B.C.* 
13-80.1 Surface, at 
creek bank 
(1) Fort Walton Incised rim sherd  Mississippian 
13-80.2 Surface, at 
creek bank 
(1) Lake Jackson plain rim sherd Mississippian 
13-80.3 Surface, at 
creek bank 
(1)Lake Jackson plain rim sherd Mississippian 
* associated radiocarbon dates 
 
Disturbance and Site Mapping  
 The site was mapped with both a manual and laser (total station) transit set up at adjacent 
datum locations, on the two highest points at the site. Datum 1 was recorded at 700833E and 
3392328N m (UTM zone 16N, NAD 1983) and Datum 2 was placed 4.214 meters northeast. In 
addition to measurements discussed in Chapter 4, 98 topographic data points were collected 
along transects at 30-degree intervals to document the disturbed surface. In an attempt to 
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demonstrate the thoroughly disturbed condition at the site, 129 data points were used to generate 
a three dimensional surface map (Figure 5.2).  
 The raised surface that extends north from the creek bank, through the middle of Figure 
5.2, corresponds with the buried midden layer. Prehistoric materials were recovered from all 
subsurface tests placed in this raised area. The deep pitting and peaked areas in the southern half 
of the site are the disturbed borrow pits and spoil piles left by years of undocumented digging. 
The site was previously excavated by opening trenches and extending horizontal platforms into 
the trench wall at the depth of artifacts. Trench and platform ditches were advanced 
systematically across the site as soils were back filled into the previously opened areas behind.  
Figure 5.2  3-D map of 8JA1869 with UTM coordinates (17N NAD83), 10-cm contour 
interval 
 40 
 
At the time of field school excavations, a trench was still open and formed a roughly 
semicircular boundary around the central area of heavy site disturbance. The trench extended 
below the base of the midden to a depth of approximately 7075 cm, and was generally 1–2.5 
meters wide, though dimensions varied considerably. The trench is visible in Figure 5.2 as a 
horseshoe shaped depression that begins just east of shovel test A, extends northwest toward Test 
Unit A, wraps around the center of the site, and terminates between Test Unit B and Shovel Test 
B. At areas just north of both datum locations (obscured by blue peaks at the center of the map), 
deep pits remain from places where the trench was evidently expanded for unknown reasons. 
The larger of the two was so steep and abrupt that one field director tumbled into it during 
mapping. It appears that the grid datum locations, selected for their elevation above the open 
ditch, are probably spoil piles from the deepest part of the ditch. 
 The trench is representative of one, but not the only excavation technique used during 
previous digging; 3-D modeling also reveals isolated pits from smaller digging activities. 
Relatively deep isolated pits appear three meters south of Shovel Test C, west of Test Unit B and 
north of shovel test A. According to the collector, the pit nearest to shovel test C yielded artifacts 
during previous digging – so Shovel Test C was placed farther north to test if cultural deposits 
continued in that direction. Other minor isolated pits near Test Unit A were not noticed during 
excavations but they appear in the 3-D map.  
Before we mapped the visible surface disturbances, the collector walked the site with me 
to establish a perimeter around previous digging. That perimeter was combined with the 
evidence in Figure 5.2 to create a polygon corresponding with the general disturbed area, 
mapped into figures 5.1. Though the disturbed area takes up only 37 percent of the total site area, 
it was clear from the collector’s account and surface collections that it was the densest part of the 
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midden. The over 5,200 artifacts that were collected during earlier digging – mostly from this 
south and central area – are discussed in Chapter 6.  
The depth of the midden layer was exposed in shovel tests, test units, areas of the steep 
creek bank, and in the open trenches and pits left by the collector. When possible, the depths of 
the top and the base of the midden deposit were recorded with total station (Table 5.2). I hoped 
to collect enough stratigraphic total station data from all over the site to produce a spatial 
representation of the midden thickness. However, due to surface disturbances and time 
constraints, only six sets of midden measurements were taken. Four of these sets (Shovel Tests 
A–C and Test Unit B) fall along a roughly north-south axis across the center of the site.  
Considering the midden position data in their spatial context can provide some 
understanding of the midden depth and thickness across the site. The midden depth fluctuates 
from south to north, but the thickness steadily decreases. Starting at 35 cm near the creek bank in 
Shovel Test A, the midden thickness shrinks to 25 cm in shovel test B, 49 meters away on the 
northern edge of the site. While no east-west trending comparison of midden profiles can be 
made, from depths and relative thickness in Shovel Test A, Test Units A and B, and stratigraphy 
visible in the creek bank, it appears that the cultural stratum is thickest in the southwest part of 
the site.  
Table 5.2  Stratigraphic depths and thicknesses in meters below mean sea level 
Provenience Surface  Top of 
Midden 
Base of 
Midden  
Midden 
Thickness   
Overburden  
Test Unit A 16.07 m 15.79 m 15.46 m 33 cm  28 cm 
Test Unit B 16.21 m 15.96 m 15.65 m 31 cm 26 cm 
Trench 16.01 m 15.86 m 15.61 m 24 cm 15 cm (disturbed) 
Shovel Test A 15.95 m 15.88 m 15.53 m 35 cm 7-14 cm (disturbed) 
Shovel Test B 16.06 m 15.75 m 15.45 m 30 cm 31 cm 
Shovel Test C 16.13 m 15.91 m 15.66 m 25 cm 22 cm 
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Shovel Tests, Cores, and Surface Collection 
The map in Figure 5.3 shows the location of three surface finds, six shovel tests and three 
4-inch bucket auger cores from the 2013 excavation. Surface collections were taken from three 
separate areas at the site, in the generally disturbed area to the south (Surface A), on the road out 
of the site (Surface B), and from the creek bed/bank (Surface C), where the site is actively 
eroding into the water. Surface collection from the disturbed area (Surface A) in the south 
yielded 125 stone and pottery artifacts mostly consisting of debitage and sand-tempered plain 
sherds, with some check-stamped and fabric impressed sherds. 
 
Figure 5.3  Shovel tests, cores, and surface collections from 2013 
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Surface B was in a fire break clearing that intruded into an area of planted pines, about 
105 m northwest of the site. The scatter contained sand/grit/limestone-tempered Fort Walton 
Incised pottery (Figure 5.4) that dates to the Mississippi Period as well as grit- and sand-
tempered plain body sherds. This area is interpreted as a separate but related site, McKinnie 
North (8JA1930; Appendix D). The surface scatter contains pieces of several vessels. A shovel 
test (D) placed next to this scatter recovered no subsurface artifacts, suggesting that this is an 
ephemeral scatter, that may be related to Fort Walton artifacts found at Surface C, and in the 
private collection.  
 Surface C consists of artifacts that were probably part of the southern (and most 
dense) part of the site that has been actively eroding into the outer edge of a creek meander. 
Pottery (n = 55) and debitage (n = 38) were collected from the edge of the bank and from mud  
 
Figure 5.4  Mississippi-period pottery from Surface B, now interpreted as a separate 
site, 8JA1930. From left to right: Late Jackson ticked rim sherd, double incised ticked 
Lake Jackson rim sherd, and Fort Walton Incised body sherd. 
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and rocks submerged in the stream bed. This is where the collector first discovered materials 
from 8JA1869, as they washed out of the bank. Artifacts from Surface C account for the only 
Fort Walton and other late prehistoric materials found by the collector or the USF fieldwork.  
 Shovel tests and cores were used to prospect the extent of subsurface cultural deposits. 
They formed the basis for site delineation. Shovel tests within the slightly elevated site area 
exposed a typical soil profile with an artifact-laden, charcoal flecked midden layer of varying 
thickness, buried under a 15–30 cm thick flood-deposited layer. In some locations the midden 
layer was sandwiched between transitional sandy loam layers that varied from reddish brown to 
yellow red in the upper transitional layers, and brown to reddish brown in the lower stratum, 
between the midden and the hard clay subsoil. In areas with little to no surface disturbance, 
profiles had a sixth, humic top soil layer, reflecting the site’s location in mature hardwood forest. 
There was no midden layer in shovel tests and cores that were placed outside of the elevated area 
– where the hard, clayey flood deposits transitioned abruptly into clay subsoils. 
The first shovel test, A, was placed at the edge of the creek because of the undisturbed 
appearance of the soil profile exposed in the creek bank. It was the crews’ first encounter with 
the dense clayey cap that covers the entire site; however, it was very shallow at Shovel Test A, 
only 7–14 cm thick. The soils immediately transitioned into softer dark yellowish brown (10YR 
4/4) and brownish yellow (10YR 6/8) sandy loam with artifacts. This stratum (II) is the typical 
midden layer throughout the site. Shovel Test A did not uncover any diagnostic artifacts but 
contained 44 artifacts total, with 17 sand- and/or grit-tempered plain pottery sherds and 27 pieces 
of lithic debitage.  
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 After walking the site with the collector and establishing the extent of previous digging, 
we decided to use Shovel Test B to probe another area within the disturbed perimeter. Shovel 
Test C would then be placed outside of the disturbed perimeter, though still within the raised 
(presumed midden) area.  Shovel Test B showed that undisturbed midden extends beyond the 
disturbed area to the south. The soil profile was akin to that in Shovel Test A, with a thicker 
clayey flood cap layer and a midden layer five cm thinner. The artifact density was strikingly 
similar, with 46 items total comprised of 19 plain sand- and/or grit-tempered sherds, 25 pieces of 
lithic debitage, and three pieces of check-stamped pottery. Shovel test C was stratigraphically 
similar to Shovel Tests A and B but contained about half as many artifacts (n=22), with seven 
sand- and/or grit-tempered plain sherds, 14 pieces of chert debitage and one utilized flake. The 
top of the soil profile was covered with a thin (5-7 cm) layer of organic laden sediment, 
indicating that the surface of this test area had not been previously disturbed.  
Shovel Tests D–F were devoid of cultural materials, but were valuable for their 
stratigraphic evidence. Field-workers excavated Shovel Test D near Surface B. The shovel test 
exposed mottled brownish red clay loam and clay subsoil, probably disturbed by pine plantation 
activity. The culturally sterile test suggests that the clearing around Surface B had is a low 
density surface scatter because of Fort Walton Period use of the nearby uplands, designated as a 
separate site, McKinnie North (8JA1930; Appendix D). The only other shovel test placed within 
the site perimeter, E, was culturally sterile and filled with a mass of shallow hardwood roots to a 
depth of 30 cm. A core placed in the bottom of the root-obstructed shovel test recovered a single 
secondary chert flake at 80 cm deep. 
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Figure 5.5 Profile of Shovel Test B (STB in photo). This stratigraphy is common 
throughout the site, consisting of a hardened clayey overburden, darker midden deposit, 
and clay subsoil. The profiles in Shovel Tests A, B, and C were all similar. 
 
Shovel Test G was placed on the opposite (south) side of July Lake Creek after it became 
clear that the creek meander had started to migrate north into the southern edge of the site. The 
test was intended to see if some washed-out remnant of the site was left on the other side of this 
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stream. No cultural materials were recovered, and the shovel test exposed the ubiquitous 
hardened clayey cap that transitioned into a reddish solid clay layer at 60–70 cm deep.  
In the interest of time, it was necessary to supplement shovel test data with cores. Cores 
were placed with regard to the slope that we had started to understand as the site boundary. 
Students bored Core A into the edge of the east-facing slope of the site. Soils in Core A 
corresponded with the stratigraphy encountered in Shovel Tests A–C; the midden layer was 
observed at 24–61 cm deep. The midden layer contained three secondary chert debitage flakes. 
Core B, placed 13 meters east of Core A, did not uncover any cultural remains and contained 
hard clayey soils throughout. Because core A and B straddled the edge of the sites slope and 
midden deposits were only retrieved from Core A, the two tests define the site’s southeastern 
boundary. Core C was also used to test the slope at the site edge. It was placed seven meters 
northeast of the raised site area, in the flat hardwood forest. The core’s path was packed with 
root material, and soils consisted of hard clayey loam and clay subsoil with no cultural deposits. 
  
Test Units 
Test Unit A  
The field team used Test Unit A to explore the most undisturbed area within the proposed 
midden area. Shovel tests and cores had not yet been excavated, so I took the recommendation of 
the collector, who knew this area contained midden deposits but had previously avoided it 
because of the roots. A large oak tree 1.5 meters south of the southwest corner of the unit did 
continue to the base of excavation (84 cm deep) and prevented nearby shovel test E from 
penetrating below 30 cm. The unit was excavated in arbitrary 10 cm deep levels.  
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The 1-x-1-meter unit contained 181 artifacts, with 98 pottery sherds, 82 pieces of lithic 
debitage and one basal fragment from a Late Archaic stemmed point (13-32.4 Appendix A Table 
A-1). The midden in Test Unit A had distinct transitional layers beneath the dense overburden 
and between the midden layer and subsoil (Figure 5.6). A thin layer of forest humus blanketed 
the top of the unit beneath the leaf litter, similar to the soils in Shovel Test C. The presence of an  
 
Figure 5.6  Profile of Test Unit A, east wall  
 
organic humic layer is expected in a mature hardwood forest, and indicates that Test Unit A was 
the only subsurface test in the southwest portion of the site (the densest part of the midden) that 
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was not disturbed by previous digging. Feature 1 was in the southeast corner of the unit at 55–61 
cm deep. The feature contained little prehistoric evidence is probably best interpreted as a 
burrow (see Features section, current chapter.) Overall, the preservation of natural and cultural 
strata in Test Unit A is good. Though roots and animal burrows have penetrated every level of 
the unit, it is the only window into the densest part of the midden that had not been disturbed by 
undocumented digging. 
 
Test Unit B  
 Test Unit B was placed in one of the five areas marked during the first visit to the site. 
After Shovel Test B produced intact midden deposits with artifact densities similar to those in 
Test Unit A and Shovel Test A, Test Unit B was used to explore the integrity of the midden 
between Shovel Tests A and B. The unit was staked in the southeast part of the disturbed site 
area. Like Test Unit A, it was placed on a small island of undisturbed soils that had been spared 
due to a large nearby oak tree. By the time Test Unit B was opened, the depth of the cultural 
strata had already been observed at roughly 30 cm deep in Test Unit A and Shovel Tests A–C, so 
the first level was excavated as a 30-cm block that corresponded to stratum I mapped into the 
soil profile (Figure 5.7). The following Levels 2–4 where excavated as 10-cm arbitrary samples.  
 Soils in Test Unit B were most similar to those in Test Unit A and Shovel Test B, but 
reflect the basic three layers observed over the site. The soil profile lacked a transitional layer at 
the base of the cultural stratum, which terminated abruptly in hard clay near the bottom of Level 
4 at around 57 cm deep. Levels 1–4 contained 48 percent less pottery by sherd count (n = 67) 
than did Test Unit A but twice as much lithic debitage (n = 165). Though time did not allow for 
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the excavation of a fifth level, the 9-liter soil sample was removed from what would have been 
that level, in the east half of the unit, for laboratory flotation and the 1-liter soil sample for 
permanent storage. Flotation extracted 28 chert pressure flakes and two primary flakes, 
suggesting that some artifacts occur in the top layers of the clayey subsoils, as in Test Unit A 
Level 8.  
 
 Figure 5.7  Profile of Test Unit B, north wall 
 
 At the base of Level 3 (50 cm deep), four artifacts were still embedded in the clayey soil, 
and fieldworkers mapped them into the Floor 3 plan drawing (Figure 5.8). The only diagnostic 
 51 
 
artifact from the level, an agatized coral Late Archaic stemmed projectile point Figure 5.8b), 
happened to appear in situ in this horizontal scatter. A piece of charcoal (catalog #: 13-72.1, 
Figure 5.8d) was collected 30 cm north of this diagnostic artifact, in the northeast corner of  
 
Figure 5.8 Plan view of Floor 3 in Test Unit B, 50 cm depth, with cultural items in situ 
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the unit. Because the charcoal and projectile point were so close in spatial context, the charcoal 
was selected for AMS radiocarbon dating (discussed in Radiocarbon Dates, this chapter). 
 
Features 
Feature 1  
Feature 1 (Figure 5-9) appeared in the southeast corner of Test Unit A. The feature was 
embedded in the east wall starting in Levels 5 and continuing through Level 7, at the base of the 
midden stratum (IV). It terminated at a depth of 66 cm and was completely contained within 
stratum IV, the transitional layer between midden and subsoil. In Level 6, the Feature appeared 
to be a downward tapering soil stain that was dark brown and reddish brown. The sandy feature 
soils were less compact and easier to trowel than surrounding midden and subsoil. A softer but 
more compact sandy soil surrounded the feature on all sides. In Level 7, the stain ballooned into 
what could possibly the shape of a burrow at the base. The softer surrounding soils also indicated 
that the pocket of sandy soil may be infill that had fallen into an already disturbed hole. We 
sliced through the feature vertically, flush with the west wall, and bagged it for flotation. No 
artifacts were observed during collection. Laboratory flotation extracted 28 tiny pieces of chert 
debitage (catalog #: 13-192.2.1) from the feature fill. Feature 1 is interpreted as a possible animal 
burrow. 
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Figure 5.9  Feature 1, probable rodent burrow. The feature was contained in Stratum 
V. Arrows mark divisions between strata. 
 
Feature 2 
 On the second-last day of excavation the collector discovered one of the small pit features 
that he had recognized from previous digging. The feature appeared as an artifact-filled lighter-
colored soil stain in the exposed stream cutbank, where the south edge of the site is actively 
eroding into the creek. We recorded the artifact cluster as Feature 2 (Figure 5.10).  
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After photographing it, I chunked it out of the side of the bank, trying not to disturb its 
contents, and collected it as a single sample. At the back of the deposit, deepest into the bank, I 
found a distal projectile point fragment (13-48.1; Figure 5.13) that had probably been part of the 
artifact cluster in the feature. The feature was clearly at the base of the midden, which had been 
visible both in the profile on the stream cutbank and in the profile of shovel test A, 
approximately 1 meter north of the bank.  
 In Figure 5.10, some of the items contained within the dense artifact cluster are visible, 
protruding from the rain-washed surface of the cut bank, including a chert fragment (noted 
during removal), charcoal, and some water-worn pebbles. The hard, compact, clay soils are also 
visible around the lighter (though compact) feature soil. Before flotation, some of this visible 
content was carefully hand sorted and friable clayey ochre fragments, charcoal, secondary chert 
flakes, quartzite fragments; and some hematitic stone pebbles were removed and catalogued. 
During flotation of the feature soils I extracted more tiny secondary chert flakes and charcoal. 
 The hand-sorted charcoal (13-48.7) was immediately bagged in clean aluminum foil and 
sent to Beta Analytic for radiocarbon dating, and returned a calibrated date range of 3630–3375 
cal B.C. (Table 5.6). All other objects were weighed, photographed, and cataloged. Given the 
feature’s contents, its location at the base of the midden, and its appearance as a consolidated, 
fist-sized cluster of artifacts, I interpret it as a prehistoric feature – probably similar to the small 
features noted by the collector during earlier digging. The artifacts within Feature 2 compared 
well with those in the small features that were curated in the study collection (see Chapter 8).  
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Figure 5.10  Feature 2, in the cut bank of the creek on the south edge of the site. Note 
lighter soil color and pieces of charcoal and angular chert protruding from the bank just 
above the photo scale.  
 
 
Materials Collected 
 
Lithic Materials 
A great majority of the 822 lithic artifacts recovered from the site were pieces of 
debitage. Only three diagnostic projectile points were collected, and all of them are probably 
from the Late Archaic period.  In fact, two of the projectiles were collected in well documented 
close context (see Figures 5.10 and 5.8) with charcoal that was radiocarbon-dated to the Late  
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Figure 5.11  Late Archaic projectile point, roughly made (possibly unfinished), of 
agatized coral (catalog # 13-69.1, obverse and reverse). The point has characteristics of 
both Levy and Pickwick types, recovered from Floor 3 of Test Unit B.  
 
Figure 5.12 Basal fragment of a chert projectile point (obverse and reverse sides) from 
Test Unit A, Level 5 (catalog #: 13-32.4). Probably Ottare, Paris Island, or some other small 
Late Archaic stemmed type. 
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 The projectile point from Floor 3 of Test Unit B (13-69.1, Figure 5-11) has characteristics 
of at least two formal Late Archaic types. Its sloping, contracting tang and flat base are 
characteristics of Bullen’s Levy type (1975:32) and similar to examples of Levy points from 
Suwannee county (geographically closest Levy examples) in the Bullen type collection (Ruhl 
and Walker 2014). The point is also quite similar to several specimens interpreted as Levy in the 
Neil Keene collection from an area 7 km northwest of 8JA1869, at Ocheesee pond (Kelly 
2013:315 [see NK10-9 through NK10-11).  However, the stem is broad and “stumpy,” and the 
blade is recurvate, lacking a shoulder entirely on one side, characteristic of some Pickwick forms 
(Cambron and Hulse 1975:103; Whatley 2002:70). It is possible that the point is so roughly 
made that a formal type determination is not feasible. Both Pickwick and Levy are associated 
with the Late Archaic period and heavy patination (see upper right of photo) and the radiocarbon 
assay (calibrated date range 1735–1565 cal B.C.) associated with 13-69.1 confirm this date.  The 
point is made of agatized coral and was probably imported, as relatively few coral artifacts occur 
in the region, and the closest known source of coral is about 33 km northeast of the McKinnie 
site at 9DR91, on a small tributary of the Flint River (White 1981:597). 
 The basal point fragment that came from Test Unit A, Level 5 is also roughly chipped 
and slightly ambiguous, but no less temporally diagnostic. The piece has characteristics similar 
to some small “square” tanged points from southwest Georgia like Paris Island (Whatley 
2002:93), or Ottare. These point types are thought to be very Late Archaic or even Early 
Woodland, and can be regarded as sloppier “junior versions of larger and earlier Archaic 
stemmed types” (Whatley 2002:88). Although abundant charcoal was collected from the same 
level, available funds were used to date charcoal from the best controlled, or even direct, 
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contexts at the site. Level 5 was therefore not a candidate for radiocarbon dating and the Late 
Archaic association of this point is not confirmed. 
 The projectile point in Figure 5-13 was deposited in Feature 2, the cache of artifacts 
embedded in the creek bank. I interpret it as a Hamilton type because of its characteristic stem, 
shoulder shape and basal thinning. The shape could be similar also to a Levy but the stem is 
percussion-flaked like Bullen’s Hamilton, which he describes as a transitional form between 
either Arredondo and Kirk, or Archaic Stemmed and Savannah River (Bullen 1975:38). There is 
a considerable time gap between these two proposed transitions, which would date this point 
(and the feature) to either the Early Preceramic Archaic or the Late Preceramic Archaic. The date 
obtained from charcoal in Feature 2 (intercept 1640 cal B.C., discussed below) suggests that at 
least this Hamilton point dates to the latter. The point has a transverse hinge fracture at the distal 
end. Looking edge-on at the blade, some material impurity is visible that probably contributed to 
the break.  The point appears to be otherwise complete, and so this break may have occurred 
post-manufacture (Robert Austin, personal communication, 2013). 
 Several other worked stone pieces included a large distal biface fragment embedded in 
the wall of Test Unit B at 45 cm deep, and two small distal biface fragments from Test Unit A 
Level 4 and Test Unit B Level 2 (see photo and catalog # 13-47.7 and 13-16.8). The triangular 
biface in Figure 5.14 is the only complete biface, and looks like it could possibly be a blank. 
Though it is only slightly worked on one face, it is chipped on all three straight margins, and 
does not appear to be a scraper.  
Debitage makes up 98 percent (n = 805) of the lithic assemblage collected from the site. 
Debitage was present in all surface collections, including Surface B (part of the separate 
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Figure 5.13 Basal fragment of a chert Hamilton projectile point with a hinge fracture at 
the distal end (catalog #: 13-48.1). Note the reddish, glassy inclusion at the break point in 
rotated view.  
 
Figure 5.14  Triangular biface (catalog #: 13-1.3) with only a few flakes removed from 
dorsal surface (right side of blade in photograph) 
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McKinnie North site [8JA1930]), and in all subsurface tests. In both Test Unit A and B debitage 
was concentrated in the midden layer; more than 80 percent of the debitage from both units 
occurred between 30 and 60 cm deep. In Test Unit A, the highest concentration of chert debris 
was collected from Level 5 (Table 5.3 and Figure 5.16) at a depth of 50 to 60 cm. The majority 
of debitage (65 percent) from Test Unit B came from a considerably shallower context in Level 2 
(30–40 cm), at the top of the midden layer.  
Table 5.3, debitage by count (n) and weight (wt. in grams) from Test Unit A, Levels 3–8. No 
debitage was noted in Levels 1 or 2, even from flotation. 
 
Stage 
Level 3 Level 4 Level 5 Level 6 Level 7 Level 8 Total 
n wt. n wt. n wt. n wt. n wt. n wt. n wt. 
Primary - - - - - - 1 1.5 - - - - 1 1.5 
Secondary 1 0.8 15 12.1 26 15.9 14 3.5 9 2.0 4 2.9 69 37.2 
Shatter - - 3 4.4 3 7.3 1 0.6 1 0.5 - - 8 12.8 
Total  1 0.8 18 16.5 29 23.2 16 5.6 10 2.5 4 2.9 78 51.5 
 
 
Figure 5.15  Debitage from all levels in Test Unit A, expressed as percent of total weight 
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Table 5.4  Debitage by count (ct.) and weight (wt. in grams) from Test Unit B.  Level 1 
is a 30 cm level consistent with the flood deposit that covers the midden layer, debitage 
from level 5 was recovered from a 9 liter (L) flotation sample only.  
 
Level 1 
0–30 cm 
(300 L) 
Level 2 
30–40 cm 
(100 L) 
Level 3 
40–50 cm 
(100 L) 
Level 4 
50–60 cm 
(100 L) 
Level 5 
60–70 cm 
(9 L) 
Total 
(610 L) 
Stage n wt. n wt. n wt. n wt. n wt. n wt. 
Primary 
- - - - 3 14.4 - - 2 <0.1 5 14.4 
Secondary 
2 1.6 60 79.6 39 28.8   14 8.1 28 0.2 143 118.3 
Shatter 
1 0.6 31 60.7 10 13.3 5 3.9 - - 47 77.9 
Total  
3 2.2 91 140.3 52 56.5 19 12 30 0.2 195 211.2 
 
 
Figure 5.16  Debitage from all levels in Test Unit A, expressed as percent of total weight 
 
 The higher concentration of debitage in the upper midden in Test Unit B seems to 
coincide with generally higher artifact recovery in Level 2 – where the most pottery was 
recovered from the unit (Figure 5.17). This could be explained by interpreting Test Units B and 
A as different site activity areas. But it could just as easily indicate that the midden is more 
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compressed in the area of Test Unit B, or even disturbed in the upper strata. Heavy root activity 
was observed through all levels at the time of excavation. 
 There is ample evidence of prehistoric chipped-stone working at the site. The preponderance of 
secondary flakes, shatter, and very small secondary flakes recovered from flotation shows that 
8JA1869 was a place where mostly secondary (post-quarrying) stages of tool production and 
maintenance occurred. Some of the larger bifaces (13-72.1, 13-1.3) and distal biface fragments 
(13-47.7 and 13-16.8) are probably examples of portable chert blanks imported to the site to be 
further reduced, or used in their present form.  
  
Pottery 
 A total of 388 pottery sherds were recovered from the surface and in subsurface tests. The 
only diagnostic pottery came from Surface C, by the creek’s edge and in the creek bed itself. One 
Ft. Walton Incised rim sherd (Figure 5-17; 13-80.1), and two Lake Jackson Ticked rim sherds 
(13-80.2 and 13-80.3) are diagnostic of the late prehistoric Fort Walton period.  In addition, 
Surface C yielded seven other plain rim sherds of various vessel shapes, seven check-stamped 
body sherds and 34 plain body sherds tempered with sand or grit.  
 Out of all the sherds collected, the majority are grit-tempered plain (42.5 percent), 
followed by sand-tempered plain (39 percent), grit- or sand-tempered check-stamped (7 percent), 
and sand-and-grit-tempered plain (6.8 percent). The remaining pieces, which comprise less than 
five percent of the assemblage, are the diagnostic Fort Walton sherds, as well as a few fabric-
impressed, folded incised rim, and indeterminate decorated sherds.  
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Figure 5.17 A grit-tempered Fort Walton Incised rim sherd (13-80.1) collected from 
Surface C at the creek bed/bank, note the ticked rim shape.  
 
 It can be useful to compare the vertical distribution of pottery types through the arbitrary 
levels in Test Units A and B (Tables 5.5 and 5.6; Figures 5.18 and 5.19). But there are some 
limitations in comparing both count and weight between the sherds in Table 5.5 and 5.6. The 
grit-tempered sherds (including check-stamped) in this assemblage are not only more dense, but 
also tend to be sturdier and thus larger than sand-tempered sherds. For example, in Test Unit A 
Level 5 (Table 5.5), there are 1.3 times as many grit- as sand-tempered sherds, but they are more 
than two times heavier. If we can ignore size and density, some interesting patterns appear when 
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comparing only the percentage of sherds by count, both between and within levels (Figures 5.18 
and 5.19). 
Table 5.5  Pottery type distribution in levels 3-8 of Test Unit A by count (n) and weight 
(wt. in grams). No pottery was recovered from Levels 1 and 2.  
 
Type 
Level 3 Level 4 Level 5 Level 6 Level 7 Level 8 Total 
n wt. n wt. n wt. n wt. n wt. n wt. n wt. 
Sand-t 
plain 
5 7.3 33 53.8 6 16.4 - - - - - - 44 77.5 
Grit-t 
plain 
7 16.3 43 
114.
1 
7 37.1 - - 2 6.3 - - 59 173.8 
grit-t 
check-
stamped 
3 25.2 5 75.1 - - - - - - - - 8 100.3 
Total  
15 48.8 81 
242.
8 
13 53.3 - - 2 6.3 - - 111 351.2 
 
 
 
Figure 5.18  Proportions pottery from Test Unit A.  Sand-tempered (sand-t) plain, grit-
tempered (grit-t) plain and grit-tempered check-stamped (grit-t chk-st) are expressed as 
percent of total sherds in each level. The black column represents the percent of total 
sherds from the Test Unit By level.  
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Table 5.6  Pottery type distribution in Levels 1–5 of Test Unit B by count (n) and 
weight (wt. in grams). No pottery was recovered from Levels 1 and 2. 
 
Type 
Level 1  
 0–30 cm 
(300 L) 
Level 2 
30–40 cm 
(100 L) 
Level 3  
40–50 cm 
(100 L) 
Level 4 
50–60 cm 
(100 L) 
Level 5 
60–70 cm 
(10 L) 
Total 
(610 L) 
n wt. n wt. n wt. n wt. n wt. n wt. 
Sand-t plain 
8 21.8 22 43.9 - - 1 1.3 - - 31 67 
Grit-t plain 
10 22.8 17 115.2 - - - - - - 27 138 
Grit-t check-
stamped 
1 2.7 - - - - - - - - 1 2.7 
Sand-t fabric-
impressed  
- - 4 4.4 - - - - - - 4 4.4 
Total  19 47.3 43 163.5 - - 1 1.3 - - 63 212.1 
 
 Figure 5.19 Proportions of pottery from Test Unit B. Sand-tempered (Sand-t) plain, grit-
tempered (grit-t) plain, grit-tempered check-stamped (grit-t chk-st), and sand-tempered 
fabric-impressed (sand-t fabric-imp.) are expressed as percent of sherds in each level. The 
black column represents the percent of total sherds from the Test Unit By level.  
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The majority of sherds appear in the upper, roughly one half, of the midden layer 
between 20 and 50 cm deep. This pattern is clearest in Test Unit B, where sherds are 
conspicuously absent below a depth of 40 cm. While grit- and sand-tempered plain are the most 
common types in all levels that contained pottery, there is slightly more grit across all levels 
except for in Test Unit B Level 1. Check-stamped pottery is part of the assemblage only in the 
topmost midden layers, where it represents up to 20 percent of all sherds (Test Unit A Level 3). 
This suggests that, while there are not stratigraphic divisions within the midden, the upper 10-20 
centimeters are probably linked to a post-Archaic component.  
 
Charcoal and radiocarbon dates 
 Charcoal was abundant in the midden layer, and we collected 178 grams from dry 
screening at the site and through laboratory flotation.  I chose to submit two small pieces of 
charcoal to Beta Analytic Inc. for AMS Radiocarbon dating. The two pieces had the best 
recorded proveniences, close to diagnostic artifacts. One piece of charcoal was lying on Floor 3 
of Test Unit B, 33 cm away from a Late Archaic stemmed point (Figures 5.8 and 5.11, discussed 
in the Test Unit B and Lithics sections).  The other piece of charcoal selected for testing came 
from good context in Feature 2 less than 10 cm from a Hamilton projectile point (Figures 5.10 
and 5.13). This provenience provided several benefits: (1) the possibility of dating one of the 
special features from the site, (2) an additional date from below the midden stratum, and (3) a 
refinement of the Hamilton type date range in Northwest Florida.  
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Table 5.7 Results of AMS radiocarbon assays from 8JA1869 
Catalog/Pic  Provenience Material 
Associated 
Artifact 
Radiocarbon 
age 
95% (2σ) 
Probability 
Calibration 
intercept 
13-48.7 
Beta-
390741 
Feature 2, in 
creek bank 
Charcoal Hamilton 
projectile  
4720 ± 30 BP 3630–3375 cal 
B.C. 
3520 Cal 
B.C. 
13-74.1 
Beta-
399314  
Test Unit B, 
Floor 3 
Charcoal Late 
Archaic 
Projectile 
3360 ± 30 BP 1735–1565 cal 
B.C. 
1640 cal 
B.C. 
 
 The charcoal from Feature 2 returned the earliest date from the site. The date has a 
calibrated 95% probability of falling between 3630–3375 cal B.C., but that does not include all 
255 years in that spread. In Figure 5-20, both the 1 and 2σ range intercepts the calibration curve 
in three separate locations with two gaps at 3557–3547 B.C. and 3476–3457 B.C. The 
radiocarbon age (4720 BP) intercepts the calibration curve at one date, 3520 cal B.C. This 
intercept and calibrated range corresponds with the late Middle to early Late Archaic, a date that 
fits with the expected age of the midden that contained fiber-tempered pottery and Archaic 
stemmed points.  However it comes from a depth of 63–70 cm, which is relatively shallow for 
Archaic deposits in the floodplain.  
The date for the charcoal from Floor 3 of Test Unit B (Figure 5-21), also shows that the 
conventional radiocarbon date intercepts the calibration curve in three separate places, but in this 
case it is only at the 2σ level. In this calibration there is a 20-year gap between 1715 and 1695 
B.C. and a 35-year gap between 1610 and 1575 B.C. Therefore the age of the charcoal has a 95 
percent probability of falling within 115 years, between 1734 and 1565B.C. The radiocarbon age  
(3360 BP) intercepts the curve, in the upper part of this range at 1640 cal B.C. This date is near 
the end of the Late Archaic Period, after the introduction of pottery. This makes sense for 
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Figure 5.20  Radiocarbon calibration curve for the charcoal from Feature 2 (Beta-
390741, Catalog #: 13-48.7).  1σ is represented in black and 2σ in white. 
Figure 5.21  Radiocarbon calibration curve for the charcoal from Floor 3 of Test Unit B 
(Beta: 399314, Catalog #: 13-74.1). 1σ is represented in black and 2σ in white. 
 
this part of the midden which contained Late Archaic projectile points and lacked Woodland 
Period sand- and grit-tempered plain pottery. 
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 Overall these dates show that the integrity of the midden is probably good, because there 
was older charcoal from about 7 cm below the midden and a younger piece of charcoal from 12 
cm above the midden base (about 62 cm deep in Test Unit B). Considering that the artifact 
assemblage from the midden implies a Middle to Late Archaic age, I wanted to try to rule out the 
possibility that older sediments from above Feature 2 had rolled down into a pocket below the 
midden layer. These two dates show that the sediment in Feature 2 is probably older, and 
therefore not a product of disturbance. However, these dates are only weakly suggestive, because 
they do not occur in vertical succession (e.g., one on top of the other in a Test Unit profile).  
 
Summary of the Excavations  
 Excavation data show that 8JA1869 is grossly disturbed over the south and central site 
area. After reviewing previous digging with the collector, detailed topographic mapping, and 
surface collection, it is clear that about 35 percent of the site is disturbed. Though it appears like 
more than 37 percent of the site area is disturbed in the maps, this figure is based on total area of 
trenching from 3-D mapping divided by the total site area. But subsurface tests also showed that 
there are still small areas in the disturbed zone (Figure 5-1) with intact cultural deposits that have 
not been dug up. The midden depth and thickness, recorded in controlled tests and exposed 
trenches throughout the site, show a thicker cultural layer in the southwest site area that tapers 
off toward the northern site edge. This pattern is reflected in materials recovered; more artifacts 
came from the south half of the site, and fewer from the north.  
 Late prehistoric Fort Walton sherds were surface-collected from the creek’s bank and in 
the creek bed (Surface C) at the southern boundary of the site. This is probably related to an 
ephemeral late prehistoric deposit that has washed into the north-trending cutbank. I interpret this 
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as evidence of backswamp and upland use related to nearby Fort Walton villages along the 
Apalachicola River (e.g., Thick Greenbriar [8JA417], Coe’s Landing [8JA137]). The late 
prehistoric component at the creek bank is probably related to the low-density Fort Walton 
scatter at McKinnie North (8JA1930) also discovered during this field work, 212 meters 
northeast of the McKinnie site at the base of the nearby ridge.  
 Test Units uncovered an intact midden layer with pottery, some Late Archaic Period 
points, and copious debitage. Plain and check-stamped pottery sherds were abundant the upper 
10 to 20 cm (40 to 50 cm deep) of the midden, intermixed with higher concentrations of 
debitage. Check-stamped pottery is associated with cultures from the Woodland Period in 
northwest Florida (Willey 1949:439), and its use continued into early Fort Walton (White et. al 
2011:251). Chipped stone and debitage are also largely absent from Fort Walton assemblages 
(Brose 1980; White 2000). So the intermixed debitage, plain, and check-stamped utilitarian 
pottery suggest a Woodland-period association for the upper midden. The density of the deposits 
suggests that there was probably a sizeable Woodland habitation at 8JA1869.   
 In the bottom of the midden (45 to 60 cm deep), students recovered Late Archaic   
projectile points, some debitage, and a few pieces of plain pottery. The radiocarbon date from 
charcoal near a Late Archaic projectile point at 50 cm deep is 1735–1565 cal B.C., fitting with 
the end of the Late Archaic time span. The points mixed with some pottery and the relatively 
young date show that the midden is probably compressed and contains a Late Archaic 
component, at least towards the bottom. The sparse Archaic component is suggestive of sporadic, 
repeated site use.  
 71 
 
 The only intact feature (Feature 2) at the site shows signs of good preservation. It is a 
tightly compacted lighter soil stain that contains a cluster of chert, ochre, quartzite shatter, a 
Middle to Late Archaic point, and a piece of charcoal dated to 3630–3375 cal B.C. This date 
range is consistent with the transition between Middle and Late Archaic.  Feature 2’s location 
below the midden layer and its older date suggest that it is a real, perhaps intentional, deposit 
predating or contemporaneous with the lower part of the midden. A discussion of this feature and 
all the others like it recorded by the collector is given in Chapter 8 below. 
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CHAPTER 6: 
THE COLLECTION 
 
Background 
 The materials earlier removed from the McKinnie site are stored in a private collection 
and mounted in display cases that cover the walls of the collector’s home (Figure 6-1). After 
discovering the site on his hunting grounds in 2003, the collector noticed potsherds had been 
washed out of the site’s profile exposed in the bank of July Lake Creek.  Over the next seven 
years, he dug at the site with the help of his grandson, who was seven years old when they began. 
Through participating in a local archaeology day program, the collector found out that 
professionals share a common passion for prehistory, and some are eager to work with and study 
private collections. During the course of these public events, USF researchers made his 
acquaintance and agreed to assess the collection and visit the site. In September of 2012, he 
invited me to document and study his collection and he agreed to facilitate excavations at the 
site.  
In total, his collection contains 5,780 artifacts, including 3,213 that are mounted in 
display cases on the walls. The remaining 2,567 artifacts consist of pottery sherds and debitage 
that are stored in a breezeway connected to the house. An additional 23.75 kg of fired clay pieces 
from the site were recorded by weight only. 
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 Describing the collection and characterizing it within the regional cultural chronology 
was one primary goal of this thesis. We devoted a large part of student work hours during the 
2013 USF field school to making trips to the collector’s home to document all of the material. 
After examining and cataloging each of the artifacts (see Chapter 4, Methods; and Appendix A-
2) I found that there are representative diagnostic artifacts from the Early Archaic through the 
historic period (summarized in Table 6.1). The abundance of pottery and diagnostic lithic 
artifacts implies that the site was used most during the Late Archaic and Woodland periods. In 
the following chapter I present the results of this description by temporal period. As an 
organizational convention, artifacts that can be associated with multiple time periods are 
categorized by their latest possible time period.   
Table 6.1 Summary of artifacts in the collection 
Time Period Points Pottery 
Early Archaic 8 - 
Middle Archaic 14 - 
Late Archaic 74 12 
Woodland 17 3 
Mississippian - 36 
Historic (Seminole) - 1 
generic, probable Woodland - 1,059 
Total (not including general post Archaic 
pottery) diagnostic artifacts: 164 
Total Artifacts including debitage: 5,780 
 
 
Early Archaic Artifacts (10,000–8,000 B.P.) 
 The collection contained eight projectile points from the Early or Middle Archaic period 
(Table 6.2; Figure 6.3). Of these, seven date to the Early Archaic period alone while the type  
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Figure 6.1 Case 12 (MC-CS12), mounted on the wall with artifacts glued to background. 
 
Kirk Serrated is attributed to a slightly later date range that includes the beginning of the Middle 
Archaic. While the cultural and temporal associations of the types Bolen Plain and Beveled, Kirk 
Serrated, and Dalton are fairly clear based on standard sources (Bullen 1975; Cambron and 
Hulse1975; Whatley 2002) few others were more ambiguous. The Kirk Corner-Notched 
description is based on an example from a nearby county (Telfair) in Georgia (Whatley 
2002:59). While the Wacissa points exhibit beveling and typical shoulder/stem shape, they were 
difficult to match with Bullen’s (1975) description, so they were typed using examples from the 
Bullen Digital Type Collection (Ruhl and Walker 2014).  
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Table 6.2 Early Archaic points in the McKinnie collection. Artifact and photo numbers 
refer to designations given in Appendices A and B.  
Artifact/photo # Type Total Count Time Period 
MC-CS9.15 Kirk Corner Notched 1 Early Archaic 
MC-CS15.8, MC-CS18.8, 
MC-CS18.9 
Wacissa 3 Early Archaic 
MC-CS18.32 Dalton var. Colbert 1 Early Archaic 
MC-CS18.43 Kirk Serrated  1 
late Early Archaic–
early Middle Archaic 
MC-CS18.44 Bolen Plain var. 2 1 Early Archaic 
MC-CS18.49 Bolen Beveled var. 2 1 Early Archaic 
Total Early Archaic/late Early Archaic = 8 
  
Figure 6.3 Some Early Archaic Period points from the McKinnie collection. From left to 
right: MC-CS.18.49, Bolen Beveled var. 2; MC-CS9.15, Kirk Corner Notched; MC-CS18.8, 
Wacissa; MC-CS18.43, Kirk Serrated. Scales are centimeter.   
 
 
Middle Archaic Artifacts (8,000–6,000 B.P.) 
 There are a total of 14 points from the Middle Archaic Period, not including the Kirk 
Serrated point discussed with the other Early Archaic artifacts. These include Hamilton, Morrow 
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Mountain, Sumter, and Thonotosassa (Table 6.3). Many of the Sumter points have an interesting 
club-shaped tang, like the one in Figure 6.4) that may represent some sort of a regional variation. 
The very large Thonotosassa point (also in Figure 6.4) has been hafted to a piece of deer antler 
with glue. This obscures the base of the point so it is typed based on its extreme length.  
Since there are no true proveniences for any of the artifacts in the collection, the whole 
collection must be viewed as a single sample. The Middle Archaic artifacts comprise 8 percent of 
total diagnostics in the sample, or roughly twice the number of Early Archaic materials. The Late 
Archaic component may represent the first significant site use. The collector recalls retrieving 
the large (141 mm) Thonotosassa point from the deepest layer of the midden in the southernmost 
portion of the site. The feature collected during USF excavations (Feature 2) was also in this 
region and contained a Hamilton point with charcoal that dated to the very end of the Middle 
Archaic. This convergence of evidence suggests that the collection reflects a real and sizeable 
Middle Archaic occupation.  
Table 6.3 Middle Archaic projectile points in the McKinnie collection. Artifact and 
photo numbers refer to Appendices A and B.  
Artifact/photo # Type Total Count Time Period 
MC-CS5.15, MC-CS5.32 Hamilton 2 Middle Archaic 
MC-CS8.21, MC-CS11.28, 
MC-CS11.29, MC-CS15.12, 
MC-CS18.37 
Morrow Mountain 5 Middle Archaic 
MC-CS2.13, MC-CS5.14, 
MC-CS9.12, MC-CS12.10, 
MC-CS14.13, MC-CS18.10 
Sumter 6 Middle Archaic 
MC-CS11.19 Thonotosassa 1 Middle Archaic 
Total Middle Archaic = 14 
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Figure 6.4 Some Middle Archaic Period points from the McKinnie collection. Clockwise 
from top left: MC-CS5.14, Sumter; MC-CS5.15, Hamilton; MC-CS11.28, Morrow 
Mountain; MC-CS11.19, Thonotosassa.  
 
 
Late Archaic Artifacts 
 
Late Archaic Lithics 
A total of 74 points from the collection are, at the latest, of Late Archaic types. This 
assemblage includes the Florida Archaic Stemmed subtypes Levy, Putnam, Alachua, Newnan 
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and Marion as well as Allendale, Arredondo, Culbreath, Savannah River, Pickwick, and 
McIntire. The stemmed points make up 70 percent of all Late Archaic points and are the most 
abundant lithic artifact in the collection after debitage. Though Florida Archaic Stemmed points 
are often given a Middle to Late Archaic-period designation, I interpret this assemblage to be on 
the late side of the range, based on the late Middle to Late Archaic radiocarbon dates from below 
and within the midden, and evidence of heavy retouch on almost all of the stemmed points.   
Table 6.4 Late Archaic Period points in the McKinnie collection. Artifact and photo 
numbers refer to Appendices A and B.  
Artifact/photo # Type 
Total 
Count 
Time Period 
MC-CS1.11, MC-CS1.23, MC-CS11.30, MC-CS12.16,  MC-
CS14.10, MC-CS14.20, MC-CS15.9, MC-CS18.50, MC-
CS18.51, MC-CS2.12, MC-CS5.22, MC-CS5.26, MC-CS5.27 
Levy  13 
Middle and 
Late Archaic 
MC-CS1.15, MC-CS2.14, MC-CS4.22, MC-CS5.29, MC-
CS6.12,  MC-CS10.16, MC-CS10.17, MC-CS11.16, MC-
CS11.23, MC-CS12.8, MC-CS12.9, MC-CS12.21, MC-
CS14.12, MC-CS14.19, MC-CS18.48 
Putnam 15 
Middle and 
Late Archaic 
MC-CS5.25, MC-CS6.13, MC-CS6.14, MC-CS11.21, MC-
CS11.24, MC-CS11.27, MC-CS12.15, MC-CS13.9, MC-
CS18.17, MC-CS18.26 
Alachua 10 
Middle and 
Late Archaic 
MC-CS1.14, MC-CS1.17, MC-CS2.16, MC-CS2.17, MC-
CS5.19, MC-CS5.21, MC-CS5.23, MC-CS5.24, MC-CS11.25, 
MC-CS14.14, MC-CS17.8, MC-CS18.31 
Marion 12 
Middle and 
Late Archaic 
MC-CS1.6, MC-CS11.31, MC-CS14.6, MC-CS18.52, MC-
CS8.17 
Pickwick 5 Late Archaic 
MC-CS1.10, MC-CS13.5, MC-CS5.18, MC-CS5.33, MC-
CS14.7, MC-CS18.29, MC-CS18.45, MC-CS18.51 
Culbreath 8 Late Archaic 
MC-CS18.36, MC-CS18.13 Arredondo 2 Late Archaic 
MC-CS9.13, MC-CS12.18, MC-CS18.46 
Savannah 
River 
3 Late Archaic 
MC-CS2.15 
Small 
Savannah 
River 
1 Late Archaic 
MC-CS10.15 Allendale 1 Late Archaic 
MC-CS2.10, MC-CS5.28 Newnan 2 
early Late 
Archaic 
MC-CS1.12, MC-CS8.16 McIntire 2 Late Archaic 
Total Late Archaic projectile points = 74 
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 The heavy retouch on the stemmed points in Figure 6.5 is typical of most of the points in 
the collection, many of which simply appear too small to be part of the Archaic stemmed point 
type. These points were probably retouched again and again (perhaps over generations) until the 
hafting or some other functionality was compromised and they were discarded. This use pattern 
also fits with Bullen’s interpretation of Late Archaic Stemmed points as probably crude 
“holdovers” (1975:6). Close examination of the kind that is recommended for edge retouch 
scoring (Andrefsky 2006; Odell 2004) was prohibited because the points were all securely glued 
to their towel backdrops. It is only possible to do simple dimensional analysis and compare with 
expected point sizes.   
Figure 6.5 Example of heavily retouched archaic stemmed projectile points from case 5 
(MC-CS5). Extreme retouch is common for most of the archaic stemmed points in the 
collection. From left to right: MC-CS5.31, recorded as “possible Levy, severe retouch”; 
MC-CS5.27, Levy; MC-CS5.24, Marion; MC-CS.25, Marion; MC-CS.26, Levy. 
  
If the points were being retouched over time, then there might be a linear distribution of 
blade length and width, as they were used and discarded. Or perhaps there would be some 
modality of short, discarded blades. In the graph in Figure 6.6, the lengths and widths of all the 
Florida Archaic Stemmed points from the collection are displayed in a scatter plot. Bullen’s 
range of measurements (30–60 mm wide and 50–102 mm long [1975:17]) for Archaic Stemmed 
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points is represented by a dotted red box. The scatter of point dimensions is distributed in the 
lower-left corner of the expected range (the points are smaller than Bullen’s) and trail in that 
direction in what appears to be a very rough, but linear, trend (described by the R
2
 line). A 
Pearson’s test of bivariate correlation, generated in SPSS, showed that there is a significant (R = 
0.34) linear correlation between length and width (p < 0.01). This shows both that the points are 
probably heavily retouched and discarded, clustered at the lower range of expected dimensions, 
and that discarded points are retouched to varying degrees. This could suggest that the points are 
curated longer and thus date to later part of the Archaic.   
Figure 6.6 Scatter plot of length and width for all Archaic Stemmed projectile points 
from the collection. Bullen’s (1975) size range for the formal type is in dotted red. Fit line is 
R2.  
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Late Archaic Period Fiber-Tempered Pottery 
The collection also contained 12 pieces of fiber-tempered pottery (MC-CS3.1–11, 13; 
Figure 6.7). The collector said that the sherds came from the deepest part of the midden layer, 
from the southern edge of the creek (the densest part of the midden, see Chapter 5). This would 
correspond with 50–60 cm deep, placing it in good context with other Late Archaic Period 
artifacts recovered during excavation. Fiber-tempered pottery is the hallmark artifact type of the 
Late Archaic period in the region. It is used as the diagnostic artifact at 10 of the 12 Late Archaic 
sites within 10 river miles of the McKinnie Site (White 2003), sometimes in great abundance 
(Bullen 1958; Milanich 1974). 
 The sherds are chunky, slightly eroded and reflect similar vessel elements. Of the 12 
sherds, 8 are from the “heel” of a vessel, where the base and wall meet. Wall thicknesses range 
between 9.9 and 11 mm, and bases are 17.2–24 mm thick. Though none of the pieces cross-
mend, their common thicknesses, shape, paste, and weathering suggest that they are from similar 
vessels. It is interesting that almost only pot heels were recovered. It could be that this part of the 
vessel is most durable, and that the slab (as opposed to coil) method of construction makes the 
base and wall joint the sturdiest part of the pot. An incision at the wall and base joint on sherd 
CS3.4 (see Figure 6.7) may be a seam where two slabs were pressed together by the potter. 
One sherd, MC-CS3.6, was sent to Beta Analytic for radiocarbon dating (Beta-399313), in the 
hopes that unburned fiber might be present in its interior. It returned a calibrated date of 1205–
1055 cal B.C. from bulk sherd organics. While this date is probably skewed (see Radiocarbon, 
this chapter) it fits with the very end of the Late Archaic period. All of the fiber-tempered sherds 
are included in the pXRF study (Chapter 7) and their trace elemental composition is compared 
with sherds from other periods, and regional clay samples.  
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Figure 6.7 Late Archaic Period fiber-tempered sherds from the collection.  
 
 
Woodland Period Artifacts (BC 1000–700 AD)  
There are a total of 20 artifacts in the collection that date to a specific time range within 
the Woodland Period, and over a thousand pieces of plain and check-stamped pottery that date to 
the Woodland Period in general, sometime after about 500 B.C. There are three pieces of Swift-
Creek Complicated-Stamped pottery (Figure 6.9) that date specifically to the Early/Middle 
Woodland, or Swift Creek, Period. The Woodland diagnostics listed in Table 6.5 also include 
several projectile point types (Figure 6.8). A Duval and Florida Adena Point in the collection 
both date to the Early and Middle Woodland. The other 25 possible Woodland points, including 
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Elora, Hernando, Lafayette, Ledbetter, and Little Bear Creek could also have a Late Archaic 
association. But they are lumped into the Woodland category because they are either associated 
with Woodland technology (perhaps even archery) or have a much later designation than the 
stemmed points discussed in the Early Archaic section.  
Table 6.5 Woodland Period artifacts from the collection 
Artifact/photo # Type Total Count Time Period 
MC-CS8.20 
Duval (Whatley 
1999 definition) 
1 
Middle Woodland (Swift 
Creek and Weeden Island) 
MC-CS11.15, MC-
CS13.10, MC-CS14.15, 
MC-CS18.39, MC-
CS18.42 
Elora 5 
Late Archaic/early 
Woodland 
MC-CS1.8, MC-CS5.35 FL Adena 1 early Woodland (Deptford) 
MC-CS11.22 Hernando, var. 1 1 
Late Archaic/Early 
Woodland 
MC-CS15.10, MC-
CS18.27 
Hernando, var. 2 2 
Late Archaic/early 
Woodland 
MC-CS5.16, MC-CS18.6, 
MC-CS18.15 
Lafayette 3 
Late Archaic/early 
Woodland 
MC-CS11.20, MC-CS14.9, 
MC-CS15.15 
Ledbetter 3 Late Archaic and Woodland 
MC-CS11.18 Little Bear Creek 1 
Late Archaic through late 
Woodland 
MC-CS5.13, MC-CS10.23, 
MC-DF-1.4 
Swift Creek 
Complicated-
stamped pottery 
3 Early/Middle Woodland 
Total Woodland Period = 20 
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Figure 6.8 Woodland Period projectile points from the collection. From left to right: 
MC-CS5.15, Elora; MC-CS11.22, Hernando var. 1; MC-CS18.15, Lafayette; MC-CS8.20, 
Duval (Whatley 2002:13) 
            
Figure 6.9  Close up of Swift Creek Complicated Stamped (MC-CS10.23), with 
paisley/teardrop motif 
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 The other part of the collection that can be called Woodland is comprised of 1,059 
Woodland Period pottery sherds. Of this assemblage, 40 percent (n = 428) are check-stamped. 
The amount of check-stamped pottery suggests that this bulk sample predates the Fort Walton 
period, or could only come from very early Fort Walton activity. Check-stamped sherds are often 
sub-divided into types based on size and arrangement of checks. However, in the Apalachicola 
Valley check-stamped pottery can only be associated with sometime between the adoption of 
sand-/grit-tempered pottery (circa 500 B.C.) through the early Fort Walton period (A.D.1200 
AD) at the latest (Marrinan and White 2007).  
If the artifacts came from midden deposits similar to our test units in terms of artifact 
densities, and were confined to the known disturbed part of the site, then there was a relatively 
high density of Woodland artifacts. Taken together with debitage, there was probably an artifact 
density of at least 9 per m
2
 over the 630 m
2
 disturbed area. This density, which was undoubtedly 
greater in certain areas (like in our test units), is similar to that of nearby sites which are 
characterized as full-scale occupations (Rodriguez 2004; Milanich 1974; White 1981, 2000).  
 
Mississippian Period Artifacts 
 Most of the Mississippi-Period artifacts that are documented in the collection are Ft. 
Walton Incised, or Lake Jackson Plain pottery. Other types were Marsh Island Incised, Point 
Washington Incised, Cool Branch Incised, and cob-marked (Table 6.6). Many of these pottery 
types were represented in a single display case (Case 16 Figure 6-8). One piece (MC-CS4.23) is 
an intact part of a Fort Walton Incised casuela bowl that appears to be one half of a complete 
vessel. All of these artifacts were collected from the eroding south edge of the site that is 
washing into the creek. The only Fort Walton artifacts that were recovered during USF 
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excavations were also collected from this area. The assemblage may simply represent some 
broken Fort Walton vessels that were left on the creek bank during infrequent or seasonal use.  
Table 6.6 Mississippi-Period artifacts in the collection 
Artifact/photo # Type 
Total 
Count 
Time Period 
MC-CS2.11, MC-CS4.18, MC-
CS4.23, MC-CS10.22, MC-
CS16.4, MC-CS16.13, MC-
CS16.18, MC-CS16.24, MC-
CS16.27, MC-CS16.29, MC-DF-
1.5, MC-DF-1.6, MC-CS3.12 
Fort Walton 
Incised 
16 late prehistoric 
MC-CS14.18, MC-CS16.1, MC-
CS16.5, MC-CS16.6, MC-
CS16.14, MC-CS16.20, MC-
CS16.22, MC-CS16.25, MC-
CS16.26, MC-CS16.35 
Lake Jackson 
rim sherd 
10 late prehistoric 
MC-CS12.13 Lake Jackson lug 1 late prehistoric 
MC-CS16.3 
Marsh Island 
Incised 
1 late prehistoric 
MC-CS4.12, MC-CS16.15, MC-
CS16.16, MC-CS16.17, MC-
CS16.23, MC-CS16.33 
Point 
Washington 
Incised 
6 late prehistoric 
MC-CS16.32 
cob-marked 
(maize)  pottery 
1 
Late Woodland through 
historic 
MC-CS16.31 
Cool Branch 
Incised 
1 late prehistoric 
Total Mississippian Artifacts = 36 
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Figure 6.10  Case 16 (MC-CS16), filled with late prehistoric pottery sherds and other 
curios.  Lake Jackson plain, with incision and/or lugs, handles (1, 5, 6, 19, 20, 23, 25, 26, 38, 
29, 30); Marsh Island Incised (3); Point Washington Incised (15–17, 23, 33); Cool Branch 
Incised (31); cob-marked (32); Fort Walton Incised (4, 13, 18, 24, 27, 29). Rims 14, 22, and 
34 have characteristics of Lamar but are interpreted as Lake Jackson in this context. Note 
the strange, rodent-gnawed piece of deer antler (10) and the smoothed piece of lightning 
whelk collumnella (11).  
 
 
Historic Artifacts  
One piece of Chattahoochee Brushed pottery (MC-DF-1.3) came from bulk artifact 
storage in the collection. This sherd matches well with the temper and decoration of 
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Chattahoochee Brushed sherds available in the USF archaeology lab teaching collection, and is 
probably from historic Seminoles.  
 
Debitage  
 The greatest majority of all artifacts in bulk storage, and in each of the 18 cases, were 
pieces of lithic debitage. Students analyzed thousands of lithic materials stored in zip bags during 
field school visits, separating them into primary flakes, secondary flakes, and shatter. During 
description of most case photographs, hundreds of flakes were ascribed the designation 1–5, 
corresponding to primary flake, secondary flake, thermally altered secondary flake, secondary 
flake with cortex, and shatter (Figure 6.11). While few conclusions can be drawn from a bulk  
Figure 6.11 Example of mounted debitage in Case 1 (MC-CS1), common in all display 
cases in the collection. Every tiny “1” indicates a secondary reduction flake.  
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debitage sample from varying depths over hundreds of square meters, the size of this sample 
suggests that near “total collection” was practiced during previous digging. If this amount of 
debitage was collected and saved, then it is reasonable to assume that a good sample of all 
artifacts from the site is curated in the collection. 
 
Radiocarbon 
 I hoped to date an artifact from the collection directly to compare with radiocarbon dates 
on charcoal from controlled contexts during excavation. The collector did in fact save and bag 13 
of the tiny features he collected (similar to Feature 2, Chapter 5), and each contained charcoal. 
However, this charcoal was not actually part of an artifact, and had no recorded provenience.  
 For more than ten years, it has been established that the fiber – usually Spanish moss – in 
fiber-tempered pottery can be dated using AMS radiocarbon dating (Gilmore 2014; White 
2003:81). So I decided to find some datable organic temper in the large chunks of fiber-tempered 
pottery, on loan to the USF lab from the collection. The collector gave us permission to break a 
small piece of a sherd to find datable fibers. After the thickest, most promising sherd produced 
only a small piece of charred organics under microscopic inspection, we decided to turn the 
extraction procedure over to Beta Analytic. 
 After we submitted the sherd (MC-C3.6; Figure 6.12), technicians at Beta Analytic first 
tried to extract charred organics from the sherd’s broken edge. This charred residue did not 
contain enough datable carbon, even for AMS testing. So a quarter-sized piece of the sherd was 
crushed and the bulk sherd organics fraction was dated (see outline in figure). 
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 The bulk sherd organics returned a calibrated date range of 1220–1020 cal B.C. at a 95 
percent confidence (2σ) level (Beta-399323). The conventional radiocarbon age (2930 ± 30 BP) 
intercepts the calibration curve (Figure 6.13) near the center of this range, at 1120 cal B.C. Even 
at the oldest extreme of the calibrated date range (1220 cal B.C.) this is a relatively young age for 
fiber-tempered pottery in the Apalachicola valley. Calibrated dates from strata with fiber-
tempered pottery at the nearby Chattahoochee #1 site (8JA8, Bullen 1958), and Spanish moss in 
a sherd from Sam’s Cutoff shell mound (8FR754), are 800–1000 years older (White 2003:81). 
These dates are comparable because they are all calibrated with the same IntCal13 curve.   
Figure 6.12 Fiber-tempered sherd (MC-CS3.6) sent to Beta Analytic for AMS dating. 
“Area of carbon sample” refers to the part of the sherd that was process to extract bulk 
sherd organics. 
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Figure 6.13 Calibration curve for dated bulk sherd organics from a piece of fiber-
tempered pottery (Beta-399313, Catalog #: MC-CS3.6). 1σ represented is in black and 2σ in 
white. 
  
The calibrated date range from the pottery is also at least 2,155 cal years younger than the 
charcoal tested from Feature 2, and 345 cal years younger than the charcoal tested from Floor 3 
of Test Unit B. However, the date from the bulk sherd organics may be affected by post-
depositional additions of organics. The deputy director of Beta Analytic suggested that 
radiocarbon assays from bulk sherd organics may be skewed to a younger date from the 
absorption of humic acids (Ron Hatfield, personal communication 2014).  
Humic acids, which result from the chemical breakdown of soil organics, can 
contaminate archaeological charcoal and affect radiocarbon results (Cook 1965). But they are 
easily removed from laboratory charcoal samples because they are alkali-soluble, unlike charcoal 
(Ascough et al. 2011:81). Humic acids may be more confounding when testing sherd paste, 
because they can be bound to reactive clay sediments that remain in the organic fraction. Root 
fibers, acorn pieces, insects, and other organics where recovered from flotation of soils from the 
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deepest excavations at the site (catalog #: 13-63.2.3; and 13-192) and show the potential of 
humic acid contamination.  
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CHAPTER 7:  
PORTABLE X-RAY FLUORESCENCE (pXRF) 
 
Introduction 
There are differences in the pottery assemblages from excavations at the site and in the 
collection. Both contain mostly sand-tempered plain and check-stamped pottery but the 
collection also contains fiber-tempered, complicated-stamped, Fort Walton Incised and other 
decorated forms. How can these other potteries be associated with the site when they were absent 
from excavated and surface materials recovered by professionals? One answer is that the 
collector had seven years to obtain his finds, while the archaeologists had ten days. But another 
analysis may help. Chemical analysis of the trace elements in ceramic paste has been useful in 
testing the origins of unprovenienced pottery (Argyropoulos et al. 2011).  
This study is an attempt to apply trace elemental analysis with a portable X-ray 
fluorescence (pXRF) machine to compare the chemical composition of sherds from the 
collection and excavations. In order to make the comparison more relevant to the regional 
context, I also tested clay samples from 12 different places in the Apalachicola river valley and 
from the nearby Curlee site (8JA7). I controlled for variation in parent rock soil formation by 
sampling separate drainages with distinct bedrocks. The sample of 30 sherds from the Curlee site 
came from the Perry Collection (housed in the USF archaeology lab) that had previously been 
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analyzed by Koppe (2010), using a different model pXRF with different analysis settings. This 
has the added benefit of allowing the 30 Curlee sherds to be compared in future studies that use 
the current model and settings.  
 XRF works by stimulating the electrons of a material with X-rays, and then detecting the 
voltage of x-ray energy that the excited electrons release. Different elements have unique 
combinations of electrons with discrete energies, and emit a known set of charges when 
stimulated with X-rays. By taking a statistically significant number of XRF readings (in this case 
110) and calibrating them with a standard set, one can distinguish between different clay sources 
in the sample.  
The primary objective of this research is to test the connection between the pottery in the 
collector’s assemblage and the site of origin by comparing trace elemental concentrations. The 
test groups are sherds from the McKinnie collection, pottery excavated from the McKinnie site, 
pottery from the Curlee site, and regional clay samples collected from the Apalachicola River 
valley. This work tests the basic hypothesis that McKinnie collection sherds are more chemically 
similar to pottery from the McKinnie site than they are to either regional samples or even the 
nearby Curlee site.   
 To apply this analysis to the greater research goals of this thesis, I use chemical 
composition of pottery also to compare different ceramic types by time period, for example, to 
compare the composition of fiber-tempered and Fort Walton pottery in the collection and sherds 
from excavations.  
The site is very close to long linear Fort Walton villages that were a major component of 
the archaeological record in the upper Apalachicola valley (White 1981). It seems likely that the 
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McKinnie site would have had some relation to the villages and huge community buildings that 
were a quick five minute paddle down the creek. But diagnostic Fort Walton pottery was 
conspicuously absent from excavated materials, and only appeared near the surface of the creek 
(Chapter 5). Fiber-tempered pottery is widely accepted as the oldest form of pottery produced in 
North America (Skibo et al 1989; Bullen 1961; White 2003). Its presence has implications for 
the cultural history and use of the McKinnie site.  
 
Previous Research 
Archaeological Application 
 The plain pottery from excavations is ambiguous. At the closest Fort Walton site, Thick 
Greenbriar, plain pottery made up 66–72 percent of all ceramics recovered from prehistoric and 
protohistoric middens (White 2000:212). Considering that much of the McKinnie site was 
removed before controlled excavations began, the absence of diagnostic types could be explained 
by the restricted sample size (estimated 0.2 percent by area). Plain pottery with grit or sand 
temper was made from the Early to Middle Woodland period (from 500 B.C.) through the late 
Fort Walton period (through A.D. 1500). Only indirect evidence, such as radiocarbon dating or 
pXRF comparison, can suggest a timeframe for the occupation of the site by the people who 
made most of the pottery. Radiocarbon assays already suggest that it may have been used 
sporadically for 3500–4000 years, depending on the timing of the Fort Walton component. 
Fiber-tempered pottery was made during the Late Archaic period, 4500–5000 years ago 
(Bullen 1961; Reid 1984). Researchers have disagreed on its form and function because it is 
usually found in small quantities, is fragmentary, and varies in thickness (Saunders 2004; White 
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2003). In the Southeast it was once believed that fiber-tempered pottery developed first in 
northeastern coastal Florida and Georgia before spreading to west Florida. A direct AMS 
radiocarbon date on intact Spanish moss temper fibers places fiber-tempered pottery at Sam’s 
Cutoff shell mound in Franklin County, northwest Florida, between 2292-1942 cal B.C. – as old 
as any Southeastern U.S. fiber-tempered wares (White 2003:81).  
Skibo et al. (1989) tested the possible uses and firing techniques of organically tempered 
pottery types. They determined that, due to low firing temperatures, light weight, and high 
friability, fiber-tempered pots were probably made expediently from local materials, and then 
carried to other places. Though this hypothesis has been tested petrographically at Poverty Point, 
where local fiber-tempered pottery was determined to have been made from local clay sources 
(Ortmann and Kidder 2004), no elemental analysis of local and regional clays has been applied 
to this proposed expedience interpretation of fiber-tempered pottery.  
 
Archaeological Use of pXRF and Criticism   
 Elemental compositions of geological clay sources and pottery have been widely tested 
by archaeologists (Ashkanani and Tykot 2013; Frankel and Webb 2012; Ma 2013; Tite 2008; 
Tykot et al. 2013). The variation of trace elements in bedrock leads to chemically distinct clay 
sources. However the sources must have more chemical variation between sources than within a 
given source. As long as a clay source meets this criterion it may be used to derive 
archaeological provenience. But processes of soil formation are so complicated that some 
researchers prefer to compare pottery assemblages as a proxy for clay sources (Glascock 2004). 
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While other analytical methods are still used, pXRF has become a widespread application for 
chemical sourcing (Frahm 2013).  
 When enough sherds can be tested, researchers have been able to investigate social 
dimensions associated with pottery. Many studies have used pXRF to compare clusters of 
chemically linked pottery from known site locations to explore exchange of pottery types 
between regional villages or polities (e.g. Frankel and Webb 2012). Some studies have expanded 
these investigations to look at far-flung, inter-regional trade (e.g. Ashkanani and Tykot 2013; 
Tykot et al. 2013). Others have combined questions of trade and social dimension with resource 
exploitation to test the use of clay sources through long periods of time (Papageorgiou and 
Liritzis 2007).  
 It has been suggested that instrumental neutron activation analysis (INAA) is a better 
technique for sourcing because it measures a greater number of elements with much higher 
precision (Hunt and Speakman 2015; Speakman et al. 2011) and that pXRF is not comparable 
between machines (Shackley 2010; Speakman and Shackley 2013). However INAA is a 
destructive analysis that is not possible with this study because the materials being tested are 
privately owned. Therefore pXRF is often preferred for its non-destructive operation (Forster 
2011). It is also very useful for its portability, especially when documenting a privately held, or 
any other carefully curated collection. Though the criticism regarding the comparison of data 
from different machines is valid, studies have shown that results from a given sample are 
internally reliable, and that in field tests, pXRF is as accurate as INAA and XRF at predicting 
provenience (Frahm and Doonan 2013; Craig et al. 2007). However, comparison between 
machines can be complicated and it is advised that inter-instrumental performance be considered, 
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and calibration as well as comparison to geological standards be observed, just as they are for 
standard benchtop XRF machines (Aimers et al. 2013; Goodale et al. 2012). 
 Calibration can also be used to enhance pXRF’s ability to distinguish concentrations of 
low Z (atomic number) elements. INAA and even inductively-coupled plasma mass spectrometry 
(ICP-MS) are sometimes seen as a preferred testing applications for pottery because of the ability 
to distinguish low Z elements (Hunt and Speakman 2015). However, Johnson (2014) showed 
that even elements with a relatively low atomic number (e.g., potassium [K] or iron [Fe]) can be 
measured with rigorous sample preparation and comparison with calibration standards. In his 
study of sediment chemical composition, K was estimated with 85% repeatability between 
samples. However, some of the sample preparation methods (pulverization) make this protocol 
less suitable for researchers who want to take advantage of the non-destructive application of 
pXRF to archaeological sherds.  
 It also might be possible to test the clay from different parts of the Apalachicola valley. 
Elemental analysis has been used to test geological clay sources against different types of ancient 
ceramics with some success (Ma 2013; Meloni et al. 2000; Strazicich 1998). Some have noted 
that geological clays may be too varied and heterogeneous to be treated as discrete sources for 
prehistoric potters, and so sherds of various proveniences are often used as a proxy for geological 
clay localities (Glascock 2004). However, if enough is understood about deposition processes 
and geographic conditions in the region, some connections can be made (Ma 2013). For 
example, in the present study clay areas were divided by their water source (spring or 
catchment), changes in tributaries or watershed membership, and physiographic province.  
 99 
 
 INAA has successfully distinguished different pottery types to address widespread trade 
in the Southeast U.S. during the Mississippian Period (Steponaitis et al. 1996). Similar studies 
have been conducted using pXRF in the Gulf region, some of them in northwest Florida and the 
Apalachicola valley near the McKinnie site (Tykot et al. 2013).  
Pottery sourcing using pXRF has even been applied to the mysterious protohistoric 
Lamar ceramics, which have been associated with a movement of people into the Apalachicola 
valley during or after the decline of the Fort Walton culture. Pottery from an intrusive burial at 
Yon Mound, thought to be Lamar, was found to have a different trace elemental signature from 
that of local Fort Walton pottery (Du Vernay 2011). Testing Apalachicola clay sources using the 
same Bruker pXRF machine at the University of South Florida Archaeological Science 
Laboratory will facilitate future USF source/pottery comparison.  
 
Sample and Methods 
Sample Preparation 
 The sample included fiber-tempered (n = 12), Fort Walton (n = 6), and other plain and 
check-stamped (n = 7) pottery from the collection, a stratified sample of pottery from excavation 
(n = 40) sand- and/or grit-tempered check-stamped pottery from the Curlee site (n = 30), and 
regional clay samples (n = 14) that I gathered and formed into clay briquettes before being 
tested. Soil formation and deposition may contribute to the chemical composition of artifacts in 
stratigraphy (Davis et al. 2012), so excavated potteries were separated by depth. It was also 
assumed that artifact depth in the undisturbed Test Unit A may have some relation to time period 
of deposition and therefore might reflect some changes in chemical sourcing through time. Ten 
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sherds of plain sand/grit-tempered or check-stamped pottery were selected from each of the two 
units.  
 I randomly selected 30 pieces from the hundreds of check-stamped rim sherds in the 
Perry collection from the Curlee site. I chose sherds of this decoration for several reasons; first, 
these have the most comparability with previous studies. These same sherds are numbered, 
catalogued, described by Yuellig (2007), and have been chemically compared to other sites 
within and outside of the Apalachicola Valley by Koppe (2010). All of these pieces are 
individually numbered and thus can be related to both previous studies. Second, it is usually easy 
to guess if check-stamped rim sherds are from the same vessel because there is variation in check 
size, arrangement, paste, rim treatment, and vessel shape. Given the relatively small sample size, 
I wanted to maximize the number of representative vessels from the Curlee site.  
 Studies that have been successful at characterizing clay sources have considered 
pedogenic factors, such as the composition of parent rock and the influence of rivers on clay 
distributions (Strazicich 1998). Out of the four clay source regions identified by Steponaitis et al. 
(1996) for the chemical analysis of Mississippian pottery paste, the Apalachicola and piedmont 
constitute their own distinct source region. Therefore, the clay samples in this study were 
obtained by sub region within the Apalachicola valley. The 12 regional clay samples taken for 
this study (see map, Figure 5) are divided into four fluvial regions: 
 “Chipola.” The parent rock under the Chipola River is different from that of the other 
Piedmont-related tributaries of the Apalachicola (Schmidt 1997), so it is designated as its 
own region. 
 
 “Lower.” A second area was defined as the zone of the lower valley below the Chipola, 
under the assumption that the runoff from the karst Chipola will have an impact on the 
soil chemistry below its confluence with the Apalachicola.  
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 “Upper” comprises five samples from the middle and upper Apalachicola valley, the hilly 
Torreya province near the McKinnie site, and the lower Chattahoochee area west of the 
dammed lake Seminole.  
 
 “Local.” A fourth soil group is made up of 2 samples taken directly at the McKinnie site, 
one from the creek bank, and another from within Level five of Test Unit A during 
excavation. This group is separated by the fluvial dynamics of the creek area, which is 
itself a small spring-fed tributary of the big river.   
 
Because of the complexity of soil formation processes, these groupings may or may not reflect 
chemically distinct clay areas, but they were selected to anticipate changes in chemistry due to 
parent rock and fluvial dynamics.  
 The clay samples were each taken using a 4-inch bucket auger-probe coring tool. The 
core was cleaned of all debris and clay between samples with tap water. The auger probes were 
judgmentally placed based on access to water areas, though there was a general sampling interval 
of 15 river kilometers (the UTM locations of all samples are reported in Appendix C, Table C-2). 
When water access was available cores were taken from the exposed clay layer at the base of soil 
strata exposed in cutbanks of the river (in the Apalachicola these are often steep and prominent). 
Water access was usually at a boat landing. When access was not available due to private 
ownership or lack of roads, samples were taken in the back swamp, as close to the river as 
possible. Back swamp clay samples (see CS 1, 2, and 3 on clay source map, Figure 7.1) were 
taken as close to the edge of standing captured flood water as possible, within the floodplain of 
the river, and were usually encountered at a depth of two meters. Clay samples could not be 
obtained from the Apalachicola lower delta region because of very deep sand and silt layers from 
thousands of years of outwash. Core tests at Pierce Mounds recovered white sand at a depth of 
five meters, well below the water table. Two samples were obtained from below the confluence  
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Figure 7.1 `Map of clay sources showing regional group membership; local clays are 
from the McKinnie site.  
  
of the Chipola and are considered “lower valley” in the context of this study, because geographic 
regions are defined by fluvial changes (i.e. the addition of Chipola waters to the Apalachicola). 
Clay samples were processed in the lab to form small briquettes, similar to archaeological 
sherds and convenient for testing with pXRF. To create a homogeneous paste, samples were 
processed as follows: samples were (1) homogenized in a slurry of clay and de-ionized water to 
separate out floating organics; (2) dried for two days at room temperature; (3) pulverized with 
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mortar and pestle; (4) sifted with geological screen # 20 (0.0117 inch
2
); (4) rewetted and formed 
into small, ~2-x-2 cm briquettes and dried for three days. The samples were not fired. Several 
studies have demonstrated that firing does not affect the trace elemental composition of clays 
(Cogswell et al. 1996; Schwedt et al. 2007; Erin McKendry, personal communication 2013) and 
so it would not be necessary for the purpose of comparing raw clay sources and fired ceramics.  
 
Method 
All 110 sherds were analyzed with a Bruker III-SD portable. Two 120-second timed assays 
were taken for each sherd/source sample, one on the inside and outside of each piece. Given the 
possibility of chemically distinct particles intermixed within the clay matrix, this approach 
benefits from the “averaging” effect of timed assay. The X-ray detector was outfitted with a filter 
originally designed for obsidian testing. This filter removes back splash in the voltages 
associated with important trace elements. I reanalyzed the Curlee collection sherds, previously 
tested using a Bruker III-V model and no filter by Koppe (2010), because the use of the filter 
makes results more precise, as well as directly comparable (Appendix C, Table C-2).  
Readings from each sample were calibrated using a recent macro primarily designed for 
the calibration of archaeological obsidian at the University of California, Berkley. The resulting 
two calibrated readings (one per each side of each object) were then averaged together. The five 
trace elements that are most commonly extracted for trace elemental analysis at the USF 
archaeology lab are strontium, rubidium, yttrium, zirconium, and niobium. This study used all of 
these elements with the addition of thorium. In the current study, thorium (which is often omitted 
because it occurs in such low concentrations in pottery) showed a high covariance with strontium 
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and rubidium (see covariance matrix, Appendix C, Table C-3) and is used to verify perceived 
correlation between principle components with real elemental values (Figure 7.3). When the 
thorium, strontium, rubidium, yttrium, and niobium and zirconium, so all six of these trace 
elements were examined.   
 
Discussion 
All measured elements and descriptive statistics are listed in Appendix C. Principal 
component analysis (PCA) was used to describe 79% of the variation of all five selected trace 
elements for all samples using three regression factors. Because PCA is only suitable for normal 
multivariate distributions, elemental values were normalized with Z-scores and visually 
explored. Results were also tested with varimax rotation and compared to un-rotated correlations 
between samples. There were no visible changes in the relationships between raw, standardized, 
and rotated PCA, which suggests that the correlations between PC1 and PC2 expressed in Figure 
7.2 reflect real patterns in the elemental compositions of the source material.  
Figure 7.2 does not include all of the objects that were tested in this study. To make 
correlations more clear, only factor scores for the collector’s fiber-tempered pottery, Fort 
Walton, surface collected Fort Walton pottery, and pottery from Test Unit A Level 5, regional 
clay sources and the sherds from the Perry collection (Curlee site, 8JA7) are displayed. Because 
these relationships are calibrated to all 120 samples in PCA, they reflect source to source, sherd 
to sherd, and sherd to source relationships. But to test whether the five sample groups that appear 
in Figure 7.2 are related outside of the rest of the sample, an additional PCA was done for just 
these 65 pieces. The resulting regression factors suggest that most of the elemental variation 
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within the 65 pieces can be described by the variation in strontium and thorium (Fig. 7.3; and see 
Appendix C Figure C-3 and -4 for correlation between components and elements). 
 The samples that are included in Figure 7.2 were selected because members of their test 
groups (“Provenience” in figures) appeared correlated within or between groups (expressed as 
dotted ellipsoids), and to clay sources in preliminary analysis. The standardization of data via Z-
scores and varimax rotation had no effect on the grouping of these clusters either so they are  
Figure 7.2 Scatter plot of the first 2 regression scores (PCA 1 and 2) from 5 trace 
elements in test samples. Fiber-tempered is from the collection from the McKinnie 
Collection, Level 5 are from excavations at the site (8JA1869), the Perry Collection sherds 
are from Curlee site (8JA7), Regional clay samples taken from the upper and lower 
Apalachicola valley, the Chipola River or at the McKinnie site (local) are represented as 
black triangles, squares, and circles. Dotted ellipsoids drawn judgmentally to indicate 
membership in Cluster 1 or 2. 
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Figure 7.3  Real elemental comparison of samples included in Figure 7.2 
 
Figure 7.4  Relationships between clay sources in Figure 7.1 and geographic location of 
the samples  
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probably real correlations. To control for the possibility that the clusters are the result of patterns 
displayed in Figure 7.3 was therefore used for the primary analysis of groups because its 
principal components reflect a greater range of chemical diversity in soils from throughout the 
entire valley. 
Figure 7.4 shows the PCA of the clay sources in relation to their geographic distribution. 
This map diagram  suggests that the geographic regions defined in this study as Lower, Chipola, 
Upper, and Local, are reflected by chemical differences in the soil composition. Based on this 
analysis, sources were considered useful for trace elemental comparison with artifacts. It appears 
that the representative samples of Cluster 1 and Custer 2 might share separate sources.   
 Cluster 1, the fiber-tempered pottery, does not group with any regional clay source 
samples. This suggests that the fiber-tempered pottery was made from chemically distinct clay 
that does not match any of the sources sampled in this project. Cluster 2, contains only sherds 
from the Curlee site (Perry collection) and groups with one local clay source, taken directly from 
the McKinnie site. This cluster also does not include sherds from any other levels of test units, 
suggesting that the Perry collection sherds are chemically distinct, even though they come from 
the Curlee site, 4 km up the Apalachicola from the McKinnie site.  
A third area of overlap is between plain and check-stamped pottery from Test Unit A Level 
5, and Fort Walton sherds and fiber-tempered pottery from the study collection. All of the test 
pieces in this grouping have lower PCA 1 and 2 scores than either Cluster 1 or 2, but in their 
upper limits they seem to be intrusive between the two groups.  However most of the pieces in 
this group are closer to regression factors of clay samples from the upper valley, than from 
Cluster 1 of 2. This suggests that Fort Walton pottery was being manufactured from the closest 
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regional area that includes well-known Fort Walton mound complexes and village sites. The fact 
that the Local and Upper valley clay source samples are so distinct from each other in PCA may 
suggest that the pieces in Cluster 2 could be made of backswamp spring-deposited clay more 
similar to local McKinnie site sediments. This also indicates that at least one fragment of fiber-
tempered pottery was made from a nearby identified clay source.  
 
Conclusions 
When Fort Walton sherds from the collection are chemically compared with sherds from 
excavations, a nearby site (the Perry collection, Curlee site), and regional clay sources, it appears 
that they are most similar to excavated pottery and therefore probably related. It is also 
interesting that plain, check-stamped, and Fort Walton incised sherds from the McKinnie site are 
more related to general “Upper Valley” clays than with local clay sources. If the difference 
between backswamp (local) and main river channel (Upper Valley) clays also existed in 
prehistory, this could show that sherds dropped at the McKinnie site were made elsewhere.  
The distinct grouping of sherds from the Perry Collection is striking. It seems strange that 
they do not correlate with Fort Walton sherds from the McKinnie site, even though the Curlee 
site was a Fort Walton village and cemetery (White 1982; Yuellig 2007). However, this may be a 
result of my sampling only check-stamped rims from the Perry collection (Sample, this chapter) 
to maximize the number of representative vessels. It is not surprising that a sample of nothing 
but check-stamped sherds from a known Fort Walton site would be chemically distinct from 
samples of Fort Walton Incised; check-stamped pottery mostly disappears after early Fort 
Walton (Willey 1949; Marrinan and White 2007). 
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The clay sources that were tested by arbitrary regional groups for the purpose of this 
study reflect actual differences in clay chemistry. I suggest that this is because the groups are 
organized by fluvial geomorphology and different parent rock (following Ma 2013 and 
Strazicich 1998). My study demonstrates that if such details are accounted for it may be possible 
to match pottery sources with known and unknown provenience to elementally distinct clay 
sources.  
 Under this framework, my data support the hypothesis in Skibo et al. (1989) that fiber-
tempered pottery could have been an expedient form, made of local materials, that was 
lightweight and easy to carry from place to place. The main cluster of fiber-tempered pottery in 
Figure 6 (Cluster 1) suggests that these sherds, perhaps from a single vessel, were made from a 
clay source that was not tested in this study. They might have been brought to the McKinnie site 
by a transient group and left behind. By contrast, in general, the test results suggest that Fort 
Walton pottery from the McKinnie collection was made from nearby clay sources in the upper 
valley where intensive Fort Walton occupation is well known in the archaeological record.  
Because the data are supported by cultural interpretations, they also verify the collector’s 
narrative. The ceramics from his collection and from the professional excavations at the 
McKinnie site are made with similar clays. This study is an application of science to public 
archaeology. It demonstrates the use of pXRF analysis in exploring the provenience of artifacts 
in a private collection. In combination with a larger research program, it is also useful in learning 
from, and corroborating the narrative of a local community member who graciously works with 
professional archaeologists and students. 
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Future Work 
To make the data and interpretation in this chapter more suitable for publication, a thin-
section petrographic analysis must be conducted on all samples and images must be cross-
referenced by cluster membership. Very thorough pottery analysis and sourcing has also 
benefited from low-power microscopy of paste inclusions using huge sample sizes, patience, and 
fresh breaks (with some thin-sectioning only to characterize anomalous inclusions [Cordell 
2013]) Characterizing paste differences confirms or refutes the chemical similarities in the data. 
Soil formation processes result not only in chemical, but also physical (particle size and 
frequency) changes between clay types (Glascock 2004). It is accepted that elemental analysis of 
soils is only one dimension of clay source variation, and that petrographic analysis is an obvious 
technique to support results (Tite 2008). 
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CHAPTER 8 
FEATURES 
 
Material Evidence 
 The features that the collector found were each in a small depression that seemed to be 
scooped out by hand into the hard clay subsoil of the site. As mentioned in the introduction, each 
of these pit features seemed to contain a similar combination of lithic flakes and/or a broken tool, 
shiny hematitic stone, quartzite shatter fragments, smooth river pebbles (though some are 
battered), ochre (friable iron-stained clay concretions), and charcoal. He photographed several of 
these during collection (Figure 8.1), and stated that these deposits appeared over and over again, 
throughout the site, with no noted concentration. Though locations were not recorded, materials 
from many of these features were saved and either bagged individually and stored, or mounted in 
display cases, keeping associated items together.  
Of the 22 features whose contents were saved, nine were mounted into display cases and 
could not be closely examined (see MC-CS1.F1, Appendix B-2). The other 13 had been bagged 
individually and stored. All 13 were loaned to the USF archaeology lab for study. I found that 
four of these bags contained only charcoal, but the remaining nine contained a variety of artifacts 
(Artifact/photo # MC-DF-F2–F10; Figure 8.2). They were carefully washed, classified, weighed, 
photographed, and cataloged. The feature (see Feature 2 in Chapter 5, especially Figure 5.10; 
Figure 8.3, this chapter) exposed and excavated during the USF fieldwork was clearly a cultural 
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Figure 8.1 One of the features uncovered by the collector digging at the site. Photo from 
the McKinnie collection 
 
Table 8.1 Summary of materials from each feature (* = chert tool is utilized flake). 
Presence and absence of material indicated by “x” 
Cat./Pic 
# 
Chert 
Debitage 
Chert 
Tool 
Quartzite 
Shatter 
Smooth 
Pebbles 
Battered 
Pebbles 
Charcoal Ochre Hematite 
Feature 2, 
13-48 
x x x x  x x x 
DF-F2 x x x x  x x x 
DF-F3 x x* x x  x  x 
DF-F4 x  x x x x x x 
DF-F5 x  x x x x x  
DF-F6 x x* x x x x x x 
DF-F7 x  x x  x x x 
DF-F8 x  x x x x x x 
DF-F9 x  x x x x x x 
DF-F10 x x x x  x x x 
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Figure 8.2  Composite image of all the component parts of Feature 2. Catalog no. 13-
48.1–6 are identified as (clockwise starting at upper left) a Hamilton type point, ochre, 
hematitic stone pieces, a chert flake, smooth pebbles, and quartzite shatter. 
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deposit, below the midden layer in the undisturbed clay subsoils. Table 8.1 summarizes the 
materials (by presence and absence) in the 9 features from the collection and from Feature 2, 
which appears to be of the same type that the collector encountered at the site. A radiocarbon 
date from Feature 2 places it around the transition to the Late Archaic period (3630–3375 cal 
B.C.; Chapter 5). 
Though all of the features include some kind of iron-containing minerals, it is important 
to note that hematite and friable ochre are very different. Hematitic sandstone (the geological 
form of hematite present in the features) is a mineral concentration of hematite (Fe2O3) on a 
 
Figure 8.3 Example of materials from one of the features from the collection after washing and 
cataloging (MC-DF-F6.1–8). Left to right, top to bottom, a secondary chert flake with use-wear, 
ochre pebbles, quartzite shatter, battered river pebbles, charcoal, water-worn pebbles, broken 
pebbles, hematitic stone 
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sedimentary rock substrate (Roebroeks et al. 2012:1889). The ochre pieces in the features are 
friable concretions of iron-stained clay (particles confirmed microscopically). The major 
distinction is that the ochre pieces are useful as a pigment and will streak cloth or skin on 
contact, while hematic stone is hard, glossy, and will not stain even if left in water. If the 
hematitic stone left a streak, it would be ochre (Hodgskiss 2010:3344).  
 
Use-Wear 
Use-wear was observed on some pebbles. The signs of crushing and pecking on their 
surface suggests percussive, as opposed to projectile, impact. The intact cortex on many pieces 
of quartzite shatter could indicate that they are pieces of hammer stones. Use-wear was 
determined for flakes and some tools following the “low-power” approach (Odell 2002), by 
inspecting tool edges macroscopically for edge fracture, and with a low-power Bausch and Lomb 
(Model ASZ3LO3) dissecting microscope for polish (10–70x). When possible, use-wear was 
photographed using a Nikon D7000 with a Tokina macro lens (figures 8.4 and 8.5, one other 
photo in Appendix B, DF-F2.1). Most of the tools in Table 8-1 were used. Edge-fracture and 
polish were noted on flakes in Features DF-F2, DF-F3, and DF-F6, and on a distal biface 
fragment in DF-F2.  
 Some experiments have shown that while the presence of use-wear is identifiable with a 
high degree of confidence, distinguishing the “material” of use, such as wood versus bone, is 
successful at a much lower rate (Stevens et al. 2010). For this reason, I did not attempt to 
 116 
 
distinguish the material that caused use-wear. I tried only to observe the presence or absence of 
use. It is interesting that while use-wear was not observed on all of the fragmentary tools, at least  
Figure 8.4  Edge-fracture and polish on a secondary flake, MC-DF-F6.1 (also pictured in 
Figure 8-3) that was part of Feature MC-DF-F6 in the collection.   
 
Figure 8.5 Small amount of edge-fracture on DF-F3, microscopic polish was also noted.  
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the projectile fragment from Feature 2 and the distal fragment from DF-F2 seem to be old tools, 
broken after being manufactured.  
It is difficult to detect use of archaeological ochre because, if ochre is friable enough to 
be an attractive pigment source, it is also very susceptible to weathering. The ochre pieces were 
all rounded and smoothed, which is indicative of some use patterns (Hodgskiss 2010:3349). 
However, I could not determine if this was from prehistoric use, natural depositional processes in 
the soil, from bagging (Feature 2), from sorting, or from long-term curation (the features from 
the collection). There was one interesting piece from DF-F9 that even showed a scratched  
Figure 8.6 A piece of ochre, MC-DF-F9.4, part of feature DF-F9 from the collection. 
The small, 13 mm long, incision at the center is tantalizing, but it could have happened 
unintentionally after collection.  
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striation that occurred before the piece was removed from its bag at USF. A photo of this piece 
(Figure 8.6) illustrates both the relative large size of these pieces and the frustrating ambiguity of 
ochre use-wear.  
 
Limitations of Commonplace Objects 
All of the items within the features, with the exception of ochre and tools, are common 
throughout the site in cultural and/or natural strata. The features were already known before any 
lab work started, so care was taken to note any feature-related material observed during flotation 
and sorting. Debitage was present throughout the entire midden. Quartzite shatter was noted in 
many proveniences, from both general collection and flotation, including Shovel Tests A and B; 
Test Unit A Levels 2, 3, and 5–8; and Test Unit B Levels 2–4. Hematitic stone pieces were 
present in Shovel Tests A and B, Test Unit A Levels 5–7 and Test Unit B Levels 3 and 4. 
Smoothed river stone and charcoal were both ubiquitous at the site, and they are noted in every 
Shovel Test and every Test Unit level except for Test Unit A Levels 1–3. 
The ochre is special. No other ochre was recovered from dry screening or flotation. At 
first, I thought that the ochre was possibly dissolving during flotation, so 50 percent of the total 
sample for the last four flotations and all of Features 1 and 2 were dry-sorted by hand before 
introducing any sediment to water. After extracting all of the visible charcoal, ochre, and other 
artifacts from Feature 2, apparently two tiny pieces of ochre remained hidden in the sample. 
They survived flotation and were recorded during sorting, suggesting that if ochre was present in 
other flotation samples, it would have been observed.  
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The ochre also appears to be too abundant in the features to have entered the samples by 
natural post-depositional processes. Each feature contained an average of two pieces of ochre 
weighing 15.2 g, though one feature had 6 pieces (41.7 g). Unless the ochre was intentionally 
deposited, this leaves only one other possible explanation: The clay concretions formed in situ 
and were stained by iron in the soil. Although this can never be ruled out, when the ochre pieces 
were hand-sorted from Feature 2, they already appeared smoothed and round, not like the bumpy 
or porous concretions that form around ferrous metal (e.g. staples, barbed wire).  
 
Speculation  
Color 
If the possibility that the features are intentionally deposited caches can be accepted, 
there are some interesting implications. First, I review the significance of pigments because the 
rest of the objects have many typical use though it would appear that their deposition was 
deliberate. Whatever its symbolic importance, the use of ochre as a pigment is well known and 
already locally documented (with use-wear) at the nearby Sycamore site (Milanich 1974). 
It is widely accepted that ochre has been used by hominids for tens of thousands of years 
(see review in d’Erico 2010), and mounting evidence suggests that ochre has been used for 
hundreds of thousands of years (Roboeks 2012; Watts 2010). In African Paleolithic contexts, 
ochre is being interpreted as a proxy for the development of color symbolism, and the origins of 
language (Watts 2009). Its use is often symbolic (Wreschner 1980), but it is ethnographically 
demonstrated as a useful adhesive, as makeup, or as an external/internal medicine (Wadley 2004; 
Velo 1984; Roboeks 2012). In the Southeast, and in America in general, we often tie a mortuary, 
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or ritually symbolic weight to discussions of ochre (Stepenaitis et al. 2011). This aspect is often 
universalized to all humanity, where red ochre is connected to ideas of blood and “death-life-kin 
… [and] fertility-procreation” (Wreschner 1980:633). Perhaps the presence of ochre in these 
features is ritually symbolic, or maybe it was being crushed up for decoration, or for use as a 
hafting adhesive.  
 In the southeast U.S., ochre is well known as a powerful and symbolic colorant from 
ethnographic descriptions. It had a symbolically important role in burial. It was also used to paint 
bifurcated designs around peoples’ eyes that resemble the markings on the faces of falcons; the 
design was thought to improve long-distance eye-sight (Swanton 1928). Among some 
southeastern Indian groups it was curated as a ritual face make-up, and carried in specially 
prepared bags with quartzite crystals (not like the quartzite in the features at the McKinnie site), 
or “seeing stones,” that had some connection to clairvoyance and the mythic uktena (Hudson 
1976:168). It was also a valuable item of trade, and, at least in the western gulf coastal region 
(somewhere near the Rio Grande), formed an important part of ceremonial high-value trading 
goods (Cabeza de Vaca 1905:74).  
 At first I thought that the items in the features might have some relation to medicine 
bags/bundles, based on the presence of charcoal, quartz (though not monocrystalline), and ochre, 
which form parts of some medicine bundles in the southeast (Gilbert 1943, Hudson 1976:244). 
But, taken together, the contents of the features at the McKinnie site do not resemble any 
ethnographically-known medicine bags/bundles from Florida or the greater southeast (Brent 
Weisman, personal communication 2013; Capron 1953; Gilbert 1943; Hudson 1976; Sturtevant 
1954). It also seems unlikely that any of the deeply symbolic medicine bundles known from 
ethnography would ever be intentionally interred, because special care is taken to keep them 
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from touching the ground – though they are annually hidden, presumably somewhere in the 
medicine person’s house (Capron 1953; Hudson 1976:247).  
 
Intentional deposition 
A review of some archaeological literature about intentional deposit features shows that 
they have many different interpretations. Many are widely speculative out of context, and 
inappropriate for the McKinnie site. For instance, any intentional deposit can be interpreted as 
dedicatory, like the cornerstone of a building, or like a burnt offering in the base of a central pole 
in a Mississippian plaza (Kassabaum 2011). However, as no structural evidence was found 
during excavation, a dedicatory interpretation of McKinnie features is dubious.   
Another class of deposits can be termed “votive” or “commemorative,” in which deposits 
are symbolic acts of communication (Osborne 2004). This could range from the commemoration 
of an event to a sacred offering of mundane objects such as smashed spindle whorls intentionally 
buried to honor weaving deities in Mayan villages (Kamp et al. 2006). Considering that many of 
the objects in the McKinnie site features are smashed or broken and that the features contain 
charcoal, we may look to archaeological examples of ritual destruction. Destructive rituals are 
commonplace and well accepted in some archaeological areas, such as in Mayan cities (Freidel 
1998), interpretations of burnt and smashed Paleo-Indian point caches (Deller 2009; Ellis and 
Deller 2004), or “killed” pots in Woodland mounds. 
All of these explanations of intentional deposition share a basic premise: If something is 
not a result of normal depositional behavior (summarized as discard, human burial, storage, or 
loss [Schiffer 1976:30]), but intentionally deposited, then it was probably meaningful to 
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someone. This framework forces the archaeologist to determine whether a deposit is the result of 
an intentional or casual behavior before working backwards to interpret the evidence. This, of 
course, is not logically satisfying; it is speculative. Even so, based on one radiocarbon date and 
the fact that these deposits are repetitious features, closely resemble one another, contain 
pigment, and are intrusive into the subsoil, I speculate that they are probably meaningful and 
date to the Late Archaic Period. Some further speculation and concluding thoughts on these 
deposits is offered in the following chapter.  
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CHAPTER 9: 
DISCUSSION 
 
Research Questions 
 This project set out to document the McKinnie site collection, determine the extent and 
condition of the site, and attempt to piece the two into the local cultural chronology. After 
documenting and excavating, I have analyzed the site’s stratigraphic and geographic 
relationships, conducted some chemical analysis of potteries and regional clay sources, and 
offered some overall interpretations of the site and the small pit features.  After so much data 
collection, it is useful to revisit the research questions that have guided this project from the 
beginning, as a way of summarizing and organizing these data. Two of the questions concerning 
the site’s use and regional integration have been combined into one answer.  
 But first there are a few observations that must be explored, because they affect the 
interpretations of some research questions. It is interesting that fiber-tempered pottery and 
Middle Archaic materials were recovered from a relatively shallow midden in the backswamp on 
the west side of the river. Late Archaic pottery, and Archaic sites in general, are usually not 
uncovered near the river because they are so deep (White 2003).  
On the riverbank levee of the Chattahoochee, at the Chattahoochee # 1 site (8JA8), 
Ripley Bullen described cultural strata between “2 and 14 feet deep” with fiber-tempered pottery 
appearing at between two and three meters deep (1958:335). Deep fiber-tempered sherds were 
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recovered farther north at Neal’s Landing (8JA45; Franks et al. 1987, White 1982) and nearest to 
the McKinnie site much younger Fort Walton deposits were under 1.5 m of alluvial deposits 
(White 2000; Rodriguez 2004). Even up in the high Torreya Ravines on the opposite side of the 
Apalachicola River, Late Archaic deposits have been recovered from a meter deep at the 
Sycamore site (8GD13), Sassafras site, (8GD12) and farther south in Liberty County at 8LI76 
(Jeffrey et al. 1996; Milanich 1974; Scarry 1974).  
Clearly some different depositional conditions exist in the backswamp on the west side of 
the river. The typical heavy alluvial deposits are absent at the McKinnie site, where Late Archaic 
artifacts start to appear at around 50 cm deep, beneath a 30-cm cap of hardened clay. This may 
only reflect the mechanics of flood deposits; perhaps thicker layers of sediment precipitate from 
the higher energy center channel, as thinner clay deposits accumulate beneath slack-waters in the 
backswamp. Whatever the cause, this contributes to a clay cap that is incredibly dense and 
heavy. It may be that this slowly deposited heavy layer has led to the midden being compressed, 
leaving Archaic points, fiber-tempered sherds, and Woodland pottery suspended within 
centimeters of one another, with no stratification in between.  
 
Research Questions 
How does the site relate to the cultural chronology and settlement patterns in the region?  
What was the site’s function?  
From the material evidence it appears that the site was visited infrequently during the 
Early and Middle Archaic with a sharp rise in use during the Late Archaic, probably to take 
advantage of newly arising wetland and creek resources of the later Holocene. While the 
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collection contains few Early Archaic artifacts, there is plenty of late Middle and Late Archaic 
material, including fiber-tempered pottery, and the majority of all diagnostic projectile points 
(n=74). During this time the site might have only been used intermittently as a resource-
collection base camp. It is difficult not to assume that the development of July Lake Creek and 
its wetland system had something to do with increased Late Archaic site use; the creek is spring 
fed, the fiber-tempered sherds seem to be made of clay from a non-local source, and, based on 
radiocarbon evidence (Figure 9.1), the bulk of the midden appears to be post Middle Archaic. 
With water access to the Apalachicola, dry forested bluffs, fresh springs and swampy areas 
(depending on the season), the McKinnie site was suddenly on the scene in a big way. It was 
probably one of many resource-rich places on rotation, reachable by canoe. Consider, for  
 
Figure 9.1 Comparison of all radiocarbon dates from the site. TUB-FL3 refers to 
charcoal from Test Unit B Floor 3, “Fibertempe” is fiber-tempered pottery from the 
collection.  
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instance, the incredible diversity of environments in the Torreya Ravines, with direct water 
access via Flat Creek (Chapter 2, Figure 2.1). 
The Archaic period seems to have been followed by a more intensive occupation 
sometime in the Middle to Late Woodland period. The plain and check-stamped pottery 
intermixed with abundant debitage are suggestive of this time. They were recovered in higher 
densities in the upper part of the midden with up to 81 sherds in a 10-cm level. If the large 
amount of these sherds in the collection (1,059) were in the same compressed shallow deposition 
observed in our test units I would estimate that this represents deposition from a domestic 
occupation. At least it is similar to deposition associated with Late Woodland Torreya “hot 
spots” (Milanich 1974; Percy and Jones 1976) identified as household levels of occupation. 
However, given the local fluvial dynamics and regional Woodland settlement patterns (up in the 
hills) this occupation could have been seasonal. The Late Woodland is also the time during 
which the earliest maize agriculture was taking place. The McKinnie site could have been a 
seasonal camp area not far from cultivated fields on the riverbanks, where wild resources could 
have been collected, perhaps during the growing season or in the winter months. 
Check-stamped pottery frequencies from the collection (but not the excavation) also 
suggest a Late Woodland date for this higher-intensity use of the site, but only because they are 
associated with debitage. Check-stamped sherds made up 40 percent of all pottery from the 
McKinnie Site, comparing well with those of nearby Late Woodland occupations at the Torreya 
site (67%; Percy and Jones 1976), or at Sycamore (47 %). While these frequencies of check-
stamped sherds can be associated with early Fort Walton (Curlee, 8JA7 [White 1982]; Corbin-
Tucker 8CA142 [White 1994]), the presence of check-stamped wares quickly declined at the 
beginning of this period (White et al. 2011:251). The inclusion of so much debitage in these 
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strata, and from the collection, also suggests that this occupation is not associated with even an 
incipient Fort Walton occupation, where chipped stone of any kind is always scarce (Brose 1980; 
White 2000). 
By the Fort Walton period, use of the McKinnie site seems to have declined. There is 
only scant evidence for Fort Walton use; the small handful of sherds in the collection and 
recovered by USF at the site suggest only an ephemeral Fort Walton presence. Given the location 
of these sherds, it also appears that most of the Fort Walton component of the site has washed 
into the creek.  
The McKinnie site chronological outline fits well with the regional cultural chronology. 
During the Early and early Middle Archaic, sites seem to be scattered over the Grand Ridge 
region to the west of the McKinnie site, and near the Chipola. Evidence from these time periods 
is much better represented in assemblages such as the Keene collection from Ocheesee pond 
(Kelley 2013). This area is close to the McKinnie site (only 7 km to the northwest) but up in the 
karstic hills with chert and deep water table exposure in sink holes (though it may have been 
actually on or near the river if the channel flowed then through where Ocheesee Pond is now). 
The increase in site activity during the Late Archaic Period is reflected at nearby sites, especially 
around Lake Seminole, and throughout the Apalachicola Valley (White 2003).  
The McKinnie site’s role during the Late Woodland period is interesting because of its 
location in the backswamp, but not uncommon in the local region. Occupations seem to have 
been at a small, possibly semi-transient household level. With small, moderately dense, pottery 
scatters most common up in the eastern hills – perhaps overlooking early maize fields in the 
valley. But as people moved down out of the hills into the villages on the river banks, it appears 
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that they moved out of the west side swamps as well. The McKinnie site probably played a 
peripheral role in Fort Walton societies.  
 
Do materials in the collection reflect materials professionally recovered at the site? 
 The answer is yes. Lithic tools, some pottery, and radiocarbon dates from both the site 
and the collection are well matched. There also appears to be chemical similarities between Fort 
Walton pottery from the collection and some sherds excavated during the 2013 fieldwork at the 
McKinnie site. These two test groups are also related to upper valley clay sources, and 
chemically different from check-stamped pottery from the Curlee site. This could suggest that 
the people associated with the McKinnie site are not the same group as occupants of the Curlee 
site. However the sample size is probably too small and the sites too close to support this 
inference.  
 
What are the small features or caches?  
If it can be accepted (from my speculative argument in Chapter 8) both that these caches 
were meaningful to someone, and that they date to the beginning of the Late Archaic Period, then 
the implications are fascinating. From a functionalist perspective, I see no reason why these 
features could not be associated with ochre processing. I am also comfortable with this 
interpretation because it allows for the possibility that the objects are processing tools that were 
shallowly deposited during the Archaic period, before major midden deposition. Perhaps they 
were tucked into the clay on the creek bank to keep sharp stone away from walking surfaces. 
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 Ochre is obviously symbolic (summarized in Chapter 8; Wreschner 1980), but it is also 
incredibly useful as paint, make-up, adhesive, and as medicine (Wadley 2004; Velo 1984; 
Roboeks 2012). Associated components of the features, such as chert and hard abrasive stones, 
are also used for ochre processing (Watts 2010; Hodgskiss 2010) and many of these implements 
show signs of use. If one entertains the notion that these features were symbolically deposited or 
buried/destroyed/offered, ochre also offers the logically resonant quality of being symbolic. Any 
object can be a symbol of something, of course, especially if the symbolism depends not upon its 
form or composition but what is done with it. 
The features could have been the product of all kinds of special interments. As discussed 
in Chapter 8, intentional deposition is almost always associated with some kind of votive, 
commemorative, or otherwise ritual aspect. Perhaps these could have been a commemoration of 
an event in a child’s life, or an artist’s prayer. However, all of these interpretations, including 
ochre processing, require the observer first to assume some form of human intent before 
examining data, which is only speculation.   
From a purely humanistic angle, I find it hard not to speculate about the attractiveness of 
reclusive places. The McKinnie site is surely such a place, close to the big river, mounds and 
villages, but far enough away that someone could be alone.  
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Benefits of Public Archaeology 
Working with collectors to document unprovenienced artifacts is still criticized by some 
professional archaeologists. It is a difficult ethical puzzle because there are always vague, 
sometimes irreconcilable circumstances. We already have an ethical priority to document any 
large collection of artifacts to enable academic study. In this case, we also know the site of origin 
and were able to conduct controlled testing there and compare the collection to environmental 
and other excavation data and materials. The collection is not only preserved, in the sense that it 
has a database, it also can enrich the local archaeological record. While the collector’s intentions 
are unknown, we will encourage him to preserve his materials and information for future 
generations. 
But does this justify the potential of stimulating more interest in the site? Or, as recently 
occurred with the famous Vero Beach engraving (Purdy et al. 2011), increase its monetary 
value?  Pitblado points out that the SAA code of ethics are written with this opposition in mind 
(2014). One principle, Principle 3, “Commercialization,” says that it is always wrong to release 
information that could increase the value of artifacts (SAA 1996). But there are four other 
principles, Accountability (Principle 2), Public Education and Outreach (4), Intellectual Property 
(5) in the context of Stewardship (1), and Records and Preservation (7), that more than outweigh 
Principle 3 (Pitblado 2011:391).  
I would argue that, while necessary, even these kinds of internal debates in our profession 
further alienate the non-professional community. Of course we should work with other people 
who like archaeology; there will be mutual benefits. At the 2013 field school, students, 
professionals, and artifact collectors recorded and excavated together. We hope the collector and 
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his family and friends may have learned about the value of context, method and rigor. But he 
also taught us invaluable information about the site, community and environment. I learned 
about the hydrology of the site, how different flooding has looked over 60 years, where the 
levees, springs, and nearby chert sources are, the types of seasonal fauna, where to hunt, where 
big deposits of sherds used to be, why you shouldn’t eat berries just because bees do, and where I 
could find the only cultural feature that we collected. The fact that he grew his own yaupon 
holly, far from its natural habitat on the coast, and made tea with it similar to the native “black 
drink,” which he served to the visiting archaeologists, enhanced our knowledge of this plant 
considerably. 
I hope that the data generated by my thesis will be useful to future studies. Both the presence 
of these Late Archaic ochre-containing features and a Woodland occupation in the backswamp 
are intriguing, and both need further testing. The later Woodland component is exciting because 
it may very well be related to Florida’s first maize farmers. It would be shocking if there is not 
more evidence for Late Archaic or Woodland occupation in this part of the river valley, buried 
under relatively shallow sediments. I also hope that this thesis and analysis of the collection will 
be a useful reference for the collector, whose fascination with prehistory, and warm hospitality 
made this project possible.  
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Abbreviations: 
 
-t = -temper 
pt = projectile point 
TA = thermally altered  
Frac = fraction 
Frag. = fragment 
v = very 
CAT # = catalogue and photo number (see appendix B-2) 
N = number 
FLOT. = flotation 
TU = Test Unit 
ST = Shovel Test 
L = Level 
Prob = probably 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
NOTE: All USF archaeology lab (SOC 47) catalogue numbers start with the standard 
Smithsonian trinomial followed by a dash, in this case “8Ja1869.” If the listed catalogue number 
in the table is “13-1001.123,” then the actual catalogue number is “8Ja1869-13-1001.123,” etc. 
All artifacts stored at USF.  
 146 
 
Table A-1  Archaeological materials catalogue from USF 2013 excavations at the McKinnie Site, 8JA1869 
CAT # Provenience N Contents 
WT. 
(g) 
Collection 
Date FLOT. 
13-1.1 surface 4 sand-t plain body sherds 50.1 5/20/2013   
13-1.2 surface 1 grit-t body sherd 13.6 5/20/2013   
13-1.3 surface 1 distal triangular biface fragment, poss. early stage triangle type point 8.4 5/20/2013   
13-1.4 surface 3 secondary TA chert flakes with patina 7.1 5/20/2013   
13-1.5 surface 1 secondary chert flake 4.3 5/20/2013   
13-1.6 surface 2 chert shatter with cortex 46 5/20/2013   
13-2.1 surface near STA 1 secondary TA chert flake 4.1 5/20/2013   
13-2.2 surface near STA 1 secondary chert, bifacial thinning flake 1.3 5/20/2013   
13-3.1 in water near STA 3 grit-t plain body sherds 62.6 5/20/2013   
13-3.2 in water near STA 5 secondary chert flakes 15.3 5/20/2013   
13-4.1 STA, 0-12 cm 2 grit-t sherds 1.3 5/20/2013   
13-4.2 STA, 0-12 cm 3 secondary chert flakes  0.8 5/20/2013   
13-4.3 STA, 0-12 cm 1 shatter, chert 0.9 5/20/2013   
13-5.1 STA, 12-30 cm 2 grit-t sherds 6.1 5/20/2013   
13-5.2 STA, 12-30 cm 2 sand-t sherds 4.4 5/20/2013   
13-5.3 STA, 12-30 cm 6 secondary chert flake 4.6 5/20/2013   
13-5.4 STA, 12-30 cm 2 secondary chert flake 0.3 5/20/2013   
 147 
 
CAT # Provenience N Contents 
WT. 
(g) 
Collection 
Date FLOT. 
13-5.5 STA, 12-30 cm - charcoal 3.7 5/20/2013   
13-6.1 STA below 30 cm 1 sand-t folded rim sherd 0.7 5/22/2013   
13-6.2 STA below 30 cm 1 sand-t body sherd 1.7 5/23/2013   
13-6.3 STA below 30 cm 2 sand/grit-t body sherds 1.9 5/24/2013   
13-6.4 STA below 30 cm 4 secondary chert flakes 9.9 5/25/2013   
13-6.5 STA below 30 cm 5 secondary chert flakes 3.8 5/26/2013   
13-6.6 STA below 30 cm 1 primary chert flakes 1.9 5/27/2013   
13-6.7 STA below 30 cm 1 quartzite shatter 6.6 5/28/2013   
13-6.8 STA below 30 cm 3 water-worn pebbles 11.3 5/29/2013   
13-6.9 STA below 30 cm - charcoal 5.2 5/30/2013   
13-7.1 TUA L 1   leaves and root matter bagged from field   5/21/2013   
13-10.1 TUA L8 1 secondary chert flake 0.5 5/24/2013   
13-10.1 TUA L3 3 grit-t check-stamped sherds 25.2 5/21/2013   
13-10.2 TUA L8 3 secondary TA chert flake  2.4 5/24/2013   
13-10.2 TUA L3 5 sand-t plain sherds 7.3 5/21/2013   
13-10.3 TUA L8 - charcoal 5.4 5/24/2013   
13-10.3 TUA L3 6 grit-t plain sherds 13.1 5/21/2013   
13-10.4 TUA L3 1 secondary TA chert flakes 0.8 5/21/2013   
13-10.5 TUA L3 - charcoal 1.1 5/21/2013   
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CAT # Provenience N Contents 
WT. 
(g) 
Collection 
Date FLOT. 
13-11 STA wall cleaning  1 sand-t plain sherdlet 0.2 5/22/2013   
13-12.1 STB, 2-30 cm 1 grit-t check-stamped, v large checks, smoothed 7 5/21/2013   
13-12.2 STB, 2-30 cm 9 grit-t plain sherds 47.6 5/22/2013   
13-12.3 STB, 2-30 cm 1 sand-t plain cross mending, broken in excavation 4.8 5/23/2013   
13-12.4 STB, 2-30 cm 1 secondary chert flake with cortex 1.4 5/24/2013   
13-12.5 STB, 2-30 cm 1 hammerstone 20.8 5/25/2013   
13-12.6 STB, 2-30 cm - charcoal 0.8 5/26/2013   
13-13.1 STA, 30-70 cm 3 sand-t plain sherds 3 5/21/2013   
13-13.2 STA, 30-70 cm 2 secondary chert flake 0.5 5/21/2013   
13-13.3 STA, 30-70 cm 2 shatter, chert 2.3 5/21/2013   
13-13.4 STA, 30-70 cm 1 hematitic stone fragments 2.1 5/21/2013   
13-13.5 STA, 30-70 cm - charcoal 5.3 5/21/2013   
13-14.1.1 TUA L 2 Flotation - remainder after sorting 0.1 5/23/2013 frac A 
13-14.2.1 TUA L 2 Flotation 5 quartz frags 5.8 5/23/2013 frac B 
13-14.2.2 TUA L 2 Flotation - remainder after sorting <0.1 5/23/2013 frac B 
13-14.3.1 TUA L 2 Flotation 2 swamp chestnut oak acorns Quercis michauxii 0.9 5/23/2013 frac C 
13-14.3.2 TUA L 2 Flotation 2 acorn fragment 0.2 5/23/2013 frac C 
13-14.3.3 TUA L 2 Flotation 24 desiduous leaf fragments 0.1 5/23/2013 frac C 
13-14.3.4 TUA L 2 Flotation 1 quartz fragments 0.2 5/23/2013 frac C 
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CAT # Provenience N Contents 
WT. 
(g) 
Collection 
Date FLOT. 
13-14.3.5 TUA L 2 Flotation 51 seeds, 1 hop hornbeam, 1 elipsoid bumpyish (false pennyroyal?) <0.1 5/23/2013 frac C 
13-14.3.6 TUA L 2 Flotation - remainder after sorting 6.9 5/23/2013 frac C 
13-15.1.1 TUA L 3 Flotation - remainder after sorting 5 5/23/2013 frac A 
13-15.2.1 TUA L 3 Flotation 3 chert pressure flakes <0.1 5/23/2013 frac B 
13-15.2.2 TUA L 3 Flotation 1 coral pressure flakes 0.4 5/23/2013 frac B 
13-15.2.3 TUA L 3 Flotation 39 quartz grit, mostly mono-crystaline <0.1 5/23/2013 frac B 
13-15.2.4 TUA L 3 Flotation 1 charred seed, possibly false pennyroyal 0.5 5/23/2013 frac B 
13-15.2.5 TUA L 3 Flotation - remainder after sorting <0.1 5/23/2013 frac B 
13-15.3.1 TUA L 3 Flotation 34 seeds <0.1 5/23/2013 frac C 
13-15.3.2 TUA L 3 Flotation 2 insect parts <0.1 5/23/2013 frac C 
13-15.3.3 TUA L 3 Flotation - remainder after sorting 0.3 5/23/2013 frac C 
13-16.1 TUA L 4 4 grit-t check-stamped sherds, some smoothed 62.6 5/22/2013   
13-16.10 TUA L 4 7 secondary TA chert flake  5.7 5/22/2013   
13-16.11 TUA L 4 8 secondary chert flake 6.4 5/22/2013   
13-16.12 TUA L 4 3 iron/red sandstone 4.8 5/22/2013   
13-16.13 TUA L 4 - charcoal 12.1 5/22/2013   
13-16.14 TUA L 4 - water smoothed pebbles 34.1 5/22/2013   
13-16.2 TUA L 4 2 sand-t indeterminate surface treatment body sherds 4.4 5/22/2013   
13-16.3 TUA L 4 1 grit/grog-t check-stamped rim sherd 12.5 5/22/2013   
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CAT # Provenience N Contents 
WT. 
(g) 
Collection 
Date FLOT. 
13-16.4 TUA L 4 2 spicule/sand-t "sandy St. Johns" plain 4.7 5/22/2013   
13-16.5 TUA L 4 2 v fine sand-t plain sherds 4.7 5/22/2013   
13-16.6 TUA L 4 43 grit-t plain sherds 114.1 5/22/2013   
13-16.7 TUA L 4 19  sand-t plain sherds 44.7 5/22/2013   
13-16.8 TUA L 4 1 edge-modified flake, poss. early stage uniface, 69x30x16 mm 15.6 5/22/2013   
13-16.9 TUA L 4 3 shatter, chert 4.4 5/22/2013   
13-17 
TUA N. wall 38 
cm E 31 deep 
1 grit-t plain sherd 3.2 5/22/2013   
13-18 
TUA SE baulk 
31.6 cm deep 
1 secondary chert flake 2 pces. Cross mending 2.7 5/22/2013   
13-19.1 STB, 30-70 cm  1 grit-t check-stamped sherd with large quartzite temper 12.6 5/21/2013   
13-19.2 STB, 30-70 cm  1 sand/grit-t check-stamped sherd v large temper 42.1 5/21/2013   
13-19.3 STB, 30-70 cm  6 grit-t plain sherd, heavy temper 17.1 5/21/2013   
13-19.4 STB, 30-70 cm  3 sand-t plain sherd 2.7 5/21/2013   
13-19.5 STB, 30-70 cm  3 block shatter, chert 1.7 5/21/2013   
13-19.6 STB, 30-70 cm  4 primary chert flakes 18.5 5/21/2013   
13-19.7 STB, 30-70 cm  5 secondary TA chert flake , one likely patinized 6.9 5/21/2013   
13-19.8 STB, 30-70 cm  6 secondary chert flakes 6.9 5/21/2013   
13-19.9 STB, 30-70 cm  6 waterworn pebbles 4.1 5/21/2013   
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CAT # Provenience N Contents 
WT. 
(g) 
Collection 
Date FLOT. 
13-19.10 STB, 30-70 cm  10 smashed quartzite 22.6 5/21/2013   
13-19.11 STB, 30-70 cm  2 hematitic stone fragments 35.4 5/21/2013   
13-19.12 STB, 30-70 cm  - charcoal 9.1 5/21/2013   
13-20 STB, 87 cm - pebble 2.1 5/22/2013   
13-20.1 
Feature 1, SE 
Baulk of TUA, 
flotation 
3 secondary chert flake 0.4 5/22/2013   
13-21 
STB E. wall 18 
cm S. 49 cm deep 
1 secondary chert flake  0.6 5/22/2013   
13-22 
STB, NE 
corner,26 cm 
1 secondary chert flake 0.9 5/22/2013   
13-23 surface, general 5 comparative modern botanical sample, swamp chestnut oak acorns 16.2 5/22/2013   
13-24 
TUA in situ 65.5 
E, 35.5D  
- charcoal 6.4 5/24/2013   
13-25.1 STC 25-28 cm 2 secondary chert flakes 2.7 5/22/2013   
13-25.2 STC 25-28 cm 4 sand-t plain sherds 6.1 5/22/2013   
13-26 STB wall cleaning 2 secondary chert flake 0.8 5/22/2013   
13-27 
surface on road 
out of site 
701319E, 
3393243 N. 
1 secondary chert flake 1.7 5/22/2013   
13-28 
Surface on road 
out of site at 
700966E., 
1 2 secondary TA chert flakes  7.5 5/22/2013   
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CAT # Provenience N Contents 
WT. 
(g) 
Collection 
Date FLOT. 
3392645 N. 
13-30.1.1 TUA L 4 Flotation 3 grit-t sherds 2 5/22/2013 frac A 
13-30.1.2 TUA L 4 Flotation 2 secondary chert flake 1.1 5/22/2013 frac A 
13-30.1.3 TUA L 4 Flotation 1 charcoal 0.4 5/22/2013 frac A 
13-30.1.4 TUA L 4 Flotation - remainder after sorting 5.4 5/22/2013 frac A 
13-30.2.1 TUA L 4 Flotation 1 sand-t sherds 0.7 5/22/2013 frac B 
13-30.2.2 TUA L 4 Flotation - charcoal 0.3 5/22/2013 frac B 
13-30.2.3 TUA L 4 Flotation - remainder after sorting 0.2 5/22/2013 frac B 
13-30.3.1 TUA L 4 Flotation 18 seeds <0.1 5/22/2013 frac C 
13-30.3.2 TUA L 4 Flotation - charcoal <0.1 5/22/2013 frac C 
13-30.3.3 TUA L 4 Flotation - remainder after sorting 6.8 5/22/2013 frac C 
13-31.1 Surface A  1 sand-t plain rim sherd 2.1 5/23/2013   
13-31.10 Surface A  14 grit-t plain sherd 70.6 5/23/2013   
13-31.11 Surface A  1 hammerstone 64 5/23/2013   
13-31.12 Surface A  4 block shatter, fossiliferous chert 18 5/23/2013   
13-31.13 Surface A  3 primary chert flakes 8 5/23/2013   
13-31.14 Surface A  27 secondary TA chert flakes 17.9 5/23/2013   
13-31.15 Surface A  39 secondary chert flakes 53.8 5/23/2013   
13-31.16 Surface A  1 secondary coral flakes 0.4 5/23/2013   
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CAT # Provenience N Contents 
WT. 
(g) 
Collection 
Date FLOT. 
13-31.17 Surface A  1 secondary quartzite flakes 0.5 5/23/2013   
13-31.18 Surface A  1 quartzite cobble fragment 31.7 5/23/2013   
13-31.19 Surface A  11 remainder after sorting: limestone and waterworn pebbles 119.7 5/23/2013   
13-31.2 Surface A  1 sand-t check-stamped sherd 24.4 5/23/2013   
13-31.3 Surface A  7 sand-t plain body sherd 8.7 5/23/2013   
13-31.4 Surface A  2 sand/grit-t check-stamped sherds 20.1 5/23/2013   
13-31.5 Surface A  1 sand-t indeterminate punctate body sherd 5 5/23/2013   
13-31.6 Surface A  1 sand/grit-t fabric impressed sherd 12.8 5/23/2013   
13-31.7 Surface A  19 sand/grit-t plain sherds 79.7 5/23/2013   
13-31.8 Surface A  1 grit-t indeterminate decorated  1.6 5/23/2013   
13-31.9 Surface A  1 gravel-t sherd 2.5 5/23/2013   
13-32.1 TUA L 5 7 grit-t plain body sherds 37.1 5/29/2013   
13-32.10 TUA L 5 1 hematitic stone fragment 5.1 5/29/2013   
13-32.11 TUA L 5 1 TA crazed pebble 5.3 5/29/2013   
13-32.12 TUA L 5 13 remainder after sorting: water smoothed pebbles 44.5 5/29/2013   
13-32.2 TUA L 5 2 sand-t plain sherds 11.7 5/29/2013   
13-32.3 TUA L 5 4 sand-t slipped with clay  4.7 5/29/2013   
13-32.4 TUA L 5 1 basal fragment of pt stemmed, straight tang, probably Otarre, Paris 
Island, or other small Late Archaic square base type, TA chert, 
13.7 5/29/2013   
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CAT # Provenience N Contents 
WT. 
(g) 
Collection 
Date FLOT. 
35x34x11 mm 
13-32.5 TUA L 5 3 shatter, chert 7.3 5/29/2013   
13-32.6 TUA L 5 16 secondary TA chert flakes 8.2 5/29/2013   
13-32.7 TUA L 5 10 secondary chert flake 7.7 5/29/2013   
13-32.8 TUA L 5 6 quartzite shatter 18 5/29/2013   
13-32.9 TUA L 5 - charcoal 11.3 5/29/2013   
13-33 
TUA, E. wall, 
51N, 47D 
1 large secondary chert flake 34.8 5/23/2013   
13-35.1 TUA L 6 1 primary chert flakes 1.5 5/23/2013   
13-35.10 TUA L 6 3 charcoal 3.1 5/23/2013   
13-35.2 TUA L 6 4 secondary chert flake 1.1 5/23/2013   
13-35.3 TUA L 6 10 secondary TA chert flake (2= tiny pressure flakes) 2.4 5/23/2013   
13-35.4 TUA L 6 1 shatter, chert 0.6 5/23/2013   
13-35.5 TUA L 6 1 secondary talahata quartzite flake 0.2 5/23/2013   
13-35.6 TUA L 6 4 smoothed quartzite gravels 3 5/23/2013   
13-35.7 TUA L 6 4 quartzite shatter 3.6 5/23/2013   
13-35.8 TUA L 6 3 smoothed quartzite pebbles 35.7 5/23/2013   
13-35.9 TUA L 6 1 smoothed hematitic stone fragments, 2 pieces refit 3.2 5/23/2013   
13-36 
TUA, 31N., 
18 smashed micaceous sandstone fragment 14.6 5/23/2013   
 155 
 
CAT # Provenience N Contents 
WT. 
(g) 
Collection 
Date FLOT. 
100E., 42D 
13-38 
core, base of STE, 
20-80 cm 
1 secondary chert flake 0.2 5/23/2013   
13-39.1 Surface B  1 sand/grit.limestone-t Fort Walton rim shert ticked (39.1-3 same vessel) 1.6 5/23/2013   
13-39.2 Surface B  1 
sand/grit.limestone-t Fort Walton body sherd broad parallel incision at 
top (39.1-3 same vessel) 
5.5 5/23/2013   
13-39.3 Surface B  1 sand/grit.limestone-t Fort Walton incised sherd (39.1-3 same vessel) 5 5/23/2013   
13-39.4 Surface B  1 sand-t check-stamped body sherd 5.2 5/23/2013   
13-39.5 Surface B  9 grit-t plain body sherd 43.7 5/23/2013   
13-39.6 Surface B  10 sand-t plain body sherd 11.2 5/23/2013   
13-39.7 Surface B  2 secondary TA chert flakes 9.4 5/23/2013   
13-40.1 STC, 0-28 cm 1 grit-t plain body sherds 3.3 5/23/2014   
13-40.2 STC, 0-28 cm 2 sand-t plain body sherds, eroded 2.8 5/23/2014   
13-40.3 STC, 0-28 cm 1 
utilized flake, 2 fractures, dorsal flake scars, use polish on one margin 
and hinge 
29.2 5/23/2014   
13-40.4 STC, 0-28 cm 6 secondary chert flake 6.5 5/23/2014   
13-40.5 STC, 0-28 cm 5 secondary TA chert flake  2.6 5/23/2014   
13-40.6 STC, 0-28 cm 1 primary chert flake 7 5/23/2014   
13-43.1.1 TUA L 6 Flotation 2 secondary chert flake 0.5 5/23/2013 frac A 
13-43.1.1 TUA L 5 Flotation 2 secondary chert flake 0.5 5/23/2013 frac A 
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CAT # Provenience N Contents 
WT. 
(g) 
Collection 
Date FLOT. 
13-43.1.2 TUA L 6 Flotation - shatter, chert 2.1 5/23/2013 frac A 
13-43.1.2 TUA L 5 Flotation 8 sand-t plain sherdlets 2.8 5/23/2013 frac A 
13-43.1.3 TUA L 6 Flotation - remainder after sorting 0.4 5/23/2013 frac A 
13-43.1.3 TUA L 5 Flotation 1 charcoal <0.1 5/23/2013 frac A 
13-43.2.1 TUA L 6 Flotation 31 chert pressure flakes 0.4 5/23/2013 frac B 
13-43.2.1 TUA L 5 Flotation 13 charcoal 0.2 5/23/2013 frac B 
13-43.2.2 TUA L 6 Flotation 8 seeds 0.1 5/23/2013 frac B 
13-43.2.2 TUA L 5 Flotation 24 sherd crumbs 1.2 5/23/2013 frac B 
13-43.2.3 TUA L 6 Flotation - remainder after sorting 2.3 5/23/2013 frac B 
13-43.2.3 TUA L 5 Flotation 18 chert shatter 0.5 5/23/2013 frac B 
13-43.2.4 TUA L 6 Flotation - charcoal 0.4 5/23/2013 frac B 
13-43.2.4 TUA L 5 Flotation 27 quartzite grit pieces 1.5 5/23/2013 frac B 
13-43.3.1 TUA L 6 Flotation 7 tiny chared seeds <0.1 5/23/2013 frac C 
13-43.3.1 TUA L 5 Flotation 21 seeds <0.1 5/23/2013 frac C 
13-43.3.2 TUA L 6 Flotation - remainder after sorting 15.6 5/23/2013 frac C 
13-43.3.2 TUA L 5 Flotation 1 insect parts <0.1 5/23/2013 frac C 
13-44.1.1 TUA L 7 Flotation 1 grit-t plain sherds 2.5 5/23/2013 frac A 
13-44.1.2 TUA L 7 Flotation 1 secondar chert flakes <0.1 5/22/2013 frac A 
13-44.1.3 TUA L 7 Flotation - charcoal 0.6 5/22/2013 frac A 
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CAT # Provenience N Contents 
WT. 
(g) 
Collection 
Date FLOT. 
13-44.1.4 TUA L 7 Flotation - remainder after sorting 1.3 5/22/2013 frac A 
13-44.2.1 TUA L 7 Flotation 14 chert pressure flakes 0.4 5/22/2013 frac B 
13-44.2.2 TUA L 7 Flotation - charcoal 0.7 5/22/2013 frac B 
13-44.2.3 TUA L 7 Flotation - grit content, 197 ml 256.2 5/22/2013 frac B 
13-44.2.4 TUA L 7 Flotation - remainder after sorting 0.4 5/22/2013 frac B 
13-44.3.1 TUA L 7 Flotation 18 seeds  <0.1 5/22/2013 frac C 
13-44.3.2 TUA L 7 Flotation - charcoal <0.1 5/22/2013 frac C 
13-44.3.3 TUA L 7 Flotation - remainder after sorting 23 5/22/2013 frac C 
13-47.1 TUB L 2 4 sand-t check-stamped body sherds 4.4 5/26/2013   
13-47.10 TUB L 2 9 chert shatter with cortex 44.1 5/26/2013   
13-47.11 TUB L 2 1 hammerstone 66.2 5/26/2013   
13-47.12 TUB L 2 4 quartzite shatter 11.3 5/26/2013   
13-47.13 TUB L 2 - charcoal  9.1 5/26/2013   
13-47.2 TUB L 2 1 sand-t plain rim sherd 1.6 5/26/2013   
13-47.3 TUB L 2 2 grit-t plain sherds, cross mending, very thick burnished interior 30.2 5/26/2013   
13-47.4 TUB L 2 3 grit-t plain sherds, cross mending, 8 mm thick 28.4 5/26/2013   
13-47.5 TUB L 2 14 sand-t plain sherd 23.9 5/26/2013   
13-47.6 TUB L 2 12 grit-t plain sherds 36.6 5/26/2013   
13-47.7 TUB L 2 1 distal biface fragment, TA chert, compound hinge and step fracture 1.9 5/26/2013   
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CAT # Provenience N Contents 
WT. 
(g) 
Collection 
Date FLOT. 
13-47.8 TUB L 2 16 secondary TA chert flakes 7.8 5/26/2013   
13-47.9 TUB L 2 27 secondary chert flakes 57 5/26/2013   
13-48.1 Feature 2  1 proximal Hamilton point fragment 36.1 5/21/2013   
13-48.2 Feature 2  4 ochre pebbles 17.4 5/21/2013   
13-48.3 Feature 2  4 hematitic stone pebbles  41.3 5/21/2013   
13-48.4 Feature 2  4 quartzite shatter with cortex 19.1 5/21/2013   
13-48.5 Feature 2  5 smoothed pebbles 29.5 5/21/2013   
13-48.6 Feature 2  1 secondary flake 0.3 5/21/2013   
13-48.7 Feature 2  - charcoal 0.8 5/21/2013   
13-48.a.1 
Feature 2, in 
cutbank of creek 
flotation 
3 hematitic stone fragment 0.3 5/26/2013 frac A 
13-48.a.2 
Feature 2, in 
cutbank of creek 
flotation 
4 river pebbles  34.6 5/26/2013 frac A 
13-48.b.1 
Feature 2, in 
cutbank of creek 
flotation 
9 secondar chert flakes 11.2 5/26/2013 frac B 
13-48.b.2 
Feature 2, in 
cutbank of creek 
flotation 
- charcoal 31.3 5/26/2013 frac B 
13-48.b.3 Feature 2, in 
cutbank of creek 
- grit content 0.1 5/26/2013 frac B 
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CAT # Provenience N Contents 
WT. 
(g) 
Collection 
Date FLOT. 
flotation 
13-48.c.1 
Feature 2, in 
cutbank of creek 
flotation 
- charcoal 0.1 5/26/2013 frac C 
13-48.c.2 
Feature 2, in 
cutbank of creek 
flotation 
- remainder after sorting 0.2 5/26/2013 frac C 
13-49 surface near TUB 1 shatter, chert with cortex 8.5 5/26/2013   
13-50.1.1 
Feature 1, SE 
Baulk of TUA, 
flotation 
1 smooth pebbles 27.2 5/26/2013 frac A 
13-50.1.2 
Feature 1, SE 
Baulk of TUA, 
flotation 
2 root fragment 3.4 5/26/2013 frac A 
13-50.1.3 
Feature 1, SE 
Baulk of TUA, 
flotation 
- remainder after sorting 5.4 5/26/2013 frac A 
13-50.2.1 
Feature 1, SE 
Baulk of TUA, 
flotation 
9 secondary chert pressure flakes 0.6 5/26/2013 frac B 
13-50.2.2 
Feature 1, SE 
Baulk of TUA, 
flotation 
- charcoal 0.6 5/26/2013 frac B 
13-50.2.3 
Feature 1, SE 
Baulk of TUA, 
flotation 
1 sand-t residual sherd fragment <0.1 5/26/2013 frac B 
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CAT # Provenience N Contents 
WT. 
(g) 
Collection 
Date FLOT. 
13-50.3.1 
Feature 1, SE 
Baulk of TUA, 
flotation 
12 seeds 0.2 5/26/2013 frac C 
13-50.3.2 
Feature 1, SE 
Baulk of TUA, 
flotation 
2 insect parts, millipede <0.1 5/26/2013 frac C 
13-50.3.3 
Feature 1, SE 
Baulk of TUA, 
flotation 
1 acorn fragment 0.3 5/26/2013 frac C 
13-50.3.4 
Feature 1, SE 
Baulk of TUA, 
flotation 
- charcoal <0.1 5/26/2013 frac C 
13-50.3.5 
Feature 1, SE 
Baulk of TUA, 
flotation 
- remainder after sorting 0.4 5/26/2013 frac C 
13-51 
exposed creek 
bank, surface 
1 secondary chert flake  0.9 5/26/2013   
13-52 
TUA, S. wall, 
68E., 38D 
1 sand-t plain body sherd 17.3 5/26/2013   
13-53 creek bank 2 
non-cultural cobbles from the creek bank in deep sediment under root 
uplift, collector insisted on bagging 
824 5/23/2013   
13-54 surface, general 3 sand-t plain body sherd 24 5/27/2013   
13-58.1 TUB L 1 8 grit-t plain body sherds 21.8 5/26/2013   
13-58.2 TUB L 1 10 sand-t plain body sherds 22.9 5/26/2013   
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13-58.3 TUB L 1 1 grit-t check-stamped body sherds, eroded 2.7 5/26/2013   
13-58.4 TUB L 1 1 secondary chert flake 1.1 5/26/2013   
13-58.5 TUB L 1 1 chert shatter  0.6 5/26/2013   
13-58.6 TUB L 1 1 secondary TA chert flake  0.5 5/26/2013   
13-58.7 TUB L 1 - charcoal fragments 2.9 5/26/2013   
13-59 
TUA E. Wall, 
14n., 40 D  
1 secondary chert flake 0.8 5/26/2013   
13-60.1.1 TUB L 1 Flotation 3 secondary TA chert flake 0.2 5/22/2013 frac A 
13-60.1.2 TUB L 1 Flotation 8 secondary chert flake 0.8 5/22/2013 frac A 
13-60.1.3 TUB L 1 Flotation 4 shatter, chert 4 5/22/2013 frac A 
13-60.1.4 TUB L 1 Flotation 1 sand-t plain sherd 2.3 5/23/2013 frac A 
13-60.1.5 TUB L 1 Flotation - charcoal 1 5/23/2013 frac A 
13-60.1.6 TUB L 1 Flotation - remainder after sorting 8.1 5/23/2013 frac A 
13-60.2.1 TUB L 1 Flotation 45 chert pressure flakes 0.4 5/23/2013 frac B 
13-60.2.2 TUB L 1 Flotation 25 seeds 0.2 5/23/2013 frac B 
13-60.2.3 TUB L 1 Flotation - charcoal 3.8 5/23/2013 frac B 
13-60.2.4 TUB L 1 Flotation - remainder after sorting 1 5/23/2013 frac C 
13-60.3.1 TUB L 1 Flotation - charcoal <0.1 5/23/2013 frac C 
13-60.3.2 TUB L 1 Flotation 2 insect parts <0.1 5/23/2013 frac C 
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13-60.3.3 TUB L 1 Flotation - remainder after sorting 0.8 5/23/2013 frac C 
13-60.3.4 TUB L 1 Flotation 1 shatter, chert <0.1 5/23/2013 frac C 
13-61.1.1 TUB L 2 Flotation 1 primary chert flake 0.3 5/23/2013 frac A 
13-61.1.2 TUB L 2 Flotation 2 secondary chert flake 2.3 5/23/2013 frac A 
13-61.1.3 TUB L 2 Flotation 6 shatter, chert 2.1 5/23/2013 frac A 
13-61.1.4 TUB L 2 Flotation - charcoal 0.1 5/23/2013 frac A 
13-61.1.5 TUB L 2 Flotation 7 pebbles 6.5 5/23/2013 frac A 
13-61.1.6 TUB L 2 Flotation - remainder after sorting 1.3 5/23/2013 frac A 
13-61.1.7 TUB L 2 Flotation - string <0.1 5/23/2013 frac A 
13-61.2.1 TUB L 2 Flotation 75 secondary chert flakes 0.9 5/23/2013 frac B 
13-61.2.2 TUB L 2 Flotation - charcoal 2.5 5/23/2013 frac B 
13-61.2.3 TUB L 2 Flotation 1 insect parts 0.1 5/23/2013 frac B 
13-61.2.4 TUB L 2 Flotation 2 seeds 0.1 5/23/2013 frac B 
13-61.2.5 TUB L 2 Flotation 1 burnt seed <0.1 5/23/2013 frac B 
13-61.2.6 TUB L 2 Flotation - remainder after sorting  0.3 5/23/2013 frac B 
13-61.2.7 TUB L 2 Flotation - pebbles 3 5/23/2013 frac B 
13-61.2.8 TUB L 2 Flotation - modern string <0.1 5/23/2013 frac B 
13-61.3.1 TUB L 2 Flotation 2 burned wood <0.1 5/23/2013 frac C 
13-61.3.2 TUB L 2 Flotation - charcoal <0.1 5/23/2013 frac C 
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13-61.3.3 TUB L 2 Flotation 4 seed pods <0.1 5/23/2013 frac C 
13-61.3.4 TUB L 2 Flotation - insects 0.1 5/23/2013 frac C 
13-61.3.5 TUB L 2 Flotation - remainder after sorting <0.1 5/23/2013 frac C 
13-61.3.6 TUB L 2 Flotation   modern string   5/23/2013 frac C 
13-63.1.1 TUA L 8 Flotation 1 secondary chert flake 0.7 5/22/2013 frac A 
13-63.1.2 TUA L 8 Flotation 2 quartzite shatter 0.4 5/22/2013 frac A 
13-63.1.3 TUA L 8 Flotation 1 charcoal 0.6 5/22/2013 frac A 
13-63.1.4 TUA L 8 Flotation - remainder after sorting 0.9 5/22/2013 frac A 
13-63.2.1 TUA L 8 Flotation 6 chert pressure flakes <0.1 5/22/2013 frac B 
13-63.2.2 TUA L 8 Flotation - charcoal 0.4 5/22/2013 frac B 
13-63.2.3 TUA L 8 Flotation - remainder after sorting 0.4 5/22/2013 frac B 
13-63.2.4 TUA L 8 Flotation - grit content 118 ml 164.3 5/22/2013 frac B 
13-63.3.1 TUA L 8 Flotation 12 charred seeds <0.1 5/22/2013 frac C 
13-63.3.2 TUA L 8 Flotation - charcoal <0.1 5/22/2013 frac C 
13-63.3.3 TUA L 8 Flotation - remainder after sorting 11.3 5/22/2013 frac C 
13-67.1 STF, 0-25 cm 2 grit-t plain sherds, cross mending, base of square vessel corner 9.4 5/27/2013   
13-68.1 TUB L 4 1 sand-t plain sherd 0.8 5/27/2013   
13-68.2 TUB L 4 4 secondary chert flake 1.3 5/27/2013   
13-68.3 TUB L 4 5 shatter, chert 3.9 5/27/2013   
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13-68.4 TUB L 4 10 secondary TA chert flakes 6.8 5/27/2013   
13-68.5 TUB L 4 2 hematitic stone fragments 13.6 5/27/2013   
13-68.6 TUB L 4 - charcoal 0.3 5/27/2013   
13-69.1 
TUB Floor 3, 
(item 2 of 4) 
1 
pt, probably Levy or Pickwick, coral, patinized with one cortex chunk 
near base 
67.1 5/27/2013   
13-70.1  
TUB Floor 3, 
(item 1 of 4) 
1 primary chert flake 20x30x7 mm 6.9 5/27/2014   
13-71.1 TUB L 3 2 primary chert flakes 7.5 5/27/2013   
13-71.2 TUB L 3 19 secondary TA chert flake  15.6 5/28/2013   
13-71.3 TUB L 3 19 secondary chert flake 13.2 5/29/2013   
13-71.4 TUB L 3 10 shatter, chert 13.3 5/30/2013   
13-71.5 TUB L 3 10 quartzite shatter 4 5/31/2013   
13-71.6 TUB L 3 1 ochre pebbles 0.5 6/1/2013   
13-71.7 TUB L 3 1 hematitic stone fragments 0.4 6/2/2013   
13-71.8 TUB L 3 - charcoal 6.8 6/3/2013   
13-72.1 
TUB L 3 in situ S. 
Wall @ 43E 
1 
distal biface fragment, distal cortex, excurvate, use-wear on one distal 
margin 
64.8 5/28/2013   
13-73 
TUB Floor 3, 
(item 3 of 4) 
1 secondary chert flake  0.4 5/27/2013   
13-74.1 
TUB Floor 3, 
(item 4 of 4) 
- charcoal 1 5/27/2014   
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13-75 TUB at 23 cm - charcoal 13.7 5/27/2013   
13-76.1 STE, 0-25 cm 1 grit-t check-stamped rim sherd, probably a bowl 11.8 5/27/2013   
13-76.2 STE, 0-25 cm 1 sand-t (some tiny amount of spicule) plain body sherd 2.4 5/27/2013   
13-76.3 STE, 0-25 cm - charcoal 4.5 5/27/2013   
13-77.1 STE 25-30 cm  3 grit-t plain rim sherd 8.6 5/27/2013   
13-77.2 STE 25-30 cm  1 sand-t plain sherds, prob fold and applique  1.6 5/27/2013   
13-78 TUB, 20 cm  - charcoal 5.4 5/27/2013   
13-80.1 Surface C 1 
grit-t Fort Walton Incised rim sherd, tapered ticked rim, flaring, scroll 
motif, prob jar 
22.2 5/24/2013   
13-80.2 Surface C 1 grit-t Lake Jackson rim sherd, ticked rim 5.9 5/24/2013   
13-80.3 Surface C 1 sand-t strongly flaring rim sherd, double line incision under ticked lip 15.8 5/24/2013   
13-80.4 Surface C 2 
sand-t very well made brushed body and flared rimsherd with one line 
incision under lip, same vessel 
65.7 5/24/2013   
13-80.5 Surface C 1 grit-t strongly out-flaring rim sherd, jar 11.8 5/24/2013   
13-80.6 Surface C 1 sand-t incurvate rim sherd, globular vessel 6.5 5/24/2013   
13-80.7 Surface C 2 grit-t check-stamped rim sherd, poss. jar 21.6 5/24/2013   
13-80.8 Surface C 1 grit-t fine/thin check-stamped rim sherd, w thin folded rim 13.8 5/24/2013   
13-80.9 Surface C 7 grit-t check-stamped body sherds 137.9 5/24/2013   
13-80.10 Surface C 25 grit-t plain body sherds 269.1 5/24/2013   
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13-80.11 Surface C 13 sand-t plain body sherds, 2 cross mending (counted as one) 139.7 5/24/2013   
13-80.12 Surface C 1 core TA chert 33.3 5/24/2013   
13-80.13 Surface C 2 TA chert shatter 13 5/24/2013   
13-80.14 Surface C 5 secondary TA chert flakes 16.9 5/24/2013   
13-80.15 Surface C 24 secondary chert flakes 64.1 5/24/2013   
13-80.16 Surface C 3 secondary chert flakes with cortex 20.8 5/24/2013   
13-80.17 Surface C 1 primary chert flake 2 5/24/2013   
13-80.18 Surface C 2 indeterminate faunal bone fragment, prob a turtle carapace 2.1 5/24/2013   
13-82.1 TUA L7 2 grit-t plain sherds one = weathered to spherical shape 6.3 5/24/2013   
13-82.2 TUA L7 3 secondary chert flakes 0.8 5/24/2013   
13-82.3 TUA L7 6 secondary TA chert flake  1.2 5/24/2013   
13-82.4 TUA L7 1 shatter, chert 0.5 5/24/2013   
13-82.5 TUA L7 14 quartzite shatter 131.4 5/24/2013   
13-82.6 TUA L7 3 hematitic stone fragments 81.2 5/24/2013   
13-82.7 TUA L7 - charcoal 10.2 5/24/2013   
13-86.1 TUB L 2 3 sand-tempered rim sherd 5.9 5/27/2013   
13-86.10 TUB L 2 5 quartzite shatter 5.4 5/27/2013   
13-86.11 TUB L 2 2 hematitic stone fragments 2.1 5/27/2013   
13-86.12 TUB L 2 - charcoal 15.1 5/27/2013   
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13-86.13 TUB L 2 2 quartzite pebbles 1.3 5/27/2013   
13-86.2 TUB L 2 4 sand-tempered body sherd 12.5 5/27/2013   
13-86.3 TUB L 2 2 sand/grit-t body sherd 2.5 5/27/2013   
13-86.4 TUB L 2 2 sand-t sherd crumbs  0.6 5/27/2013   
13-86.5 TUB L 2 6 secondary chert flake 3.4 5/27/2013   
13-86.6 TUB L 2 11 secondary TA chert flake  11.4 5/27/2013   
13-86.7 TUB L 2 8 shatter, chert 10.2 5/27/2013   
13-86.8 TUB L 2 13 shatter, chert 5.7 5/27/2013   
13-86.9 TUB L 2 1 shatter, chert 0.6 5/27/2013   
13-88 
TUA in situ 51E, 
56N, 62.2 D 
1 secondary chert flake 4.3 5/24/2013   
13-89.1.1 TUB L 4 Flotation 2 crushed quartzite 4.1 5/23/2013 frac A 
13-89.1.2 TUB L 4 Flotation 1 hematitic stone 0.2 5/23/2013 frac A 
13-89.1.3 TUB L 4 Flotation 1 shatter, chert 0.4 5/23/2013 frac A 
13-89.1.4 TUB L 4 Flotation - remainder after sorting 0.1 5/23/2013 frac B 
13-89.2.1 TUB L 4 Flotation 15 charcoal 0.5 5/23/2013 frac B 
13-89.2.2 TUB L 4 Flotation 7 quartzite fragments 0.6 5/23/2013 frac B 
13-89.2.3 TUB L 4 Flotation 4 secondary chert flake 0.1 5/23/2013 frac B 
13-89.2.4 TUB L 4 Flotation 5 charcoal <0.1 5/23/2013 frac B 
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13-89.3.1 TUB L 4 Flotation - remainder after sorting 3.1 5/23/2013 frac B 
13-190.1.1 TUB L 3 Flotation 1 chert flakes with cortex 2 5/23/2013 frac A 
13-190.1.2 TUB L 3 Flotation 1 TA chert shatter 0.5 5/23/2013 frac A 
13-190.1.3 TUB L 3 Flotation 4 secondary flake, TA chert 1.4 5/23/2013 frac A 
13-190.1.4 TUB L 3 Flotation 4 secondary flake, TA chert 1.7 5/23/2013 frac A 
13-190.1.5 TUB L 3 Flotation - grit-t sherds 1.7 5/23/2013 frac A 
13-190.2.1 TUB L 3 Flotation 5 secondary chert flakes 0.3 5/23/2013 frac B 
13-190.2.2 TUB L 3 Flotation 1 shatter, TA chert 0.1 5/23/2013 frac B 
13-190.2.3 TUB L 3 Flotation 25 secondary chert flakes 0.3 5/23/2013 frac B 
13-190.2.4 TUB L 3 Flotation - charcoal 0.3 5/26/2013 frac B 
13-190.2.5 TUB L 3 Flotation 1 insect parts 0.1 5/26/2013 frac B 
13-190.2.6 TUB L 3 Flotation 1 remainder after sorting 0.2 5/26/2013 frac B 
13-190.2.7 TUB L 3 Flotation 6 false penny royal seed <0.1 5/26/2013 frac B 
13-190.3.1 TUB L 3 Flotation 2 secondary chert flakes with cortex 0.1 5/26/2013 frac C 
13-190.3.2 TUB L 3 Flotation 8 secondary chert flake 0.1 5/26/2013 frac C 
13-190.3.3 TUB L 3 Flotation 6 secondary chert flakes 0.1 5/26/2013 frac C 
13-190.3.4 TUB L 3 Flotation 24 shatter, chert 0.1 5/26/2013 frac C 
13-190.3.5 TUB L 3 Flotation - shatter, TA chert 0.5 5/26/2013 frac C 
13-190.3.6 TUB L 3 Flotation - charcoal 0.5 5/26/2013 frac C 
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13-190.3.7 TUB L 3 Flotation - insects parts ants millipede beetle <0.1 5/26/2013 frac C 
13-190.3.8 TUB L 3 Flotation - remainder after sorting <0.1 5/26/2013 frac C 
13-190.3.9 TUB L 3 Flotation 1 seeds (craby grass?) <0.1 5/26/2013 frac C 
13-192.1.1 TUB L 5 Flotation 1 coral nodule 20.5 5/23/2013 frac A 
13-192.1.2 TUB L 5 Flotation 1 string <0.1 5/23/2013 frac A 
13-192.1.3 TUB L 5 Flotation 2 sandstone 0.8 5/23/2013 frac A 
13-192.1.4 TUB L 5 Flotation 1 modern paper <0.1 5/23/2013 frac A 
13-192.1.5 TUB L 5 Flotation 3 pebbles 1.2 5/23/2013 frac A 
13-192.1.6 TUB L 5 Flotation 1 remainder after sorting <0.1 5/23/2013 frac A 
13-192.1.7 TUB L 5 Flotation 1 ant piece <0.1 5/23/2013 frac A 
13-192.2.1 TUB L 5 Flotation 28 secondary pressure flakes 0.2 5/23/2013 frac B 
13-192.2.2 TUB L 5 Flotation 2 primary chert flake <0.1 5/23/2013 frac B 
13-192.2.3 TUB L 5 Flotation 6 coral fragments 0.2 5/23/2013 frac B 
13-192.2.4 TUB L 5 Flotation 3 pebbles 2.9 5/23/2013 frac B 
13-192.2.5 TUB L 5 Flotation - charcoal 0.4 5/23/2013 frac B 
13-192.2.6 TUB L 5 Flotation - remainder after sorting 0.1 5/23/2013 frac B 
13-192.2.7 TUB L 5 Flotation 1 string <0.1 5/23/2013 frac B 
13-192.3.1 TUB L 5 Flotation 1 charred wood <0.1 5/23/2013 frac C 
13-192.3.2 TUB L 5 Flotation 7 acorn fragment 0.1 5/23/2013 frac C 
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13-192.3.3 TUB L 5 Flotation - remainder after sorting 2.2 5/23/2013 frac C 
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Abbreviations 
 
CAT # = catalogue number 
Frag. = fragment 
L = length 
N = count 
w = width 
Indet = indeterminate 
M. = Middle  
L. = Late 
Miss = Mississippian Period 
pt = projectile point 
Poss = possible/ possibly 
TA = thermally altered 
-t = -tempered 
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Table A-2 Catalogue of Artifacts in the McKinnie Private Collection 
CAT# N Class Type Time Period w. L Notes 
MC-CS1.1 311 debitage secondary chert flakes - 
  
  
MC-CS1.2 10 debitage secondary TA chert flakes - 
  
  
MC-CS1.3 13 debitage secondary flake with cortex - 
  
  
MC-CS1.4 1 pt fragment basal - 44 64 with some stem but not diagnostic  
MC-CS1.5 1 biface distal biface fragment   
  
pressure flaking on three margins  
MC-CS1.6 1 pt Pickwick  L. Archaic 42 78 pressure flaked, excurvate blade 
MC-CS1.7 1 biface prob. Scraper    38 44 distally rounded, worked on blade and base 
MC-CS1.8 1 pt FL Adena 
early Woodland 
(Deptford) 34 47 very well flaked 
MC-CS1.9 1 retouched flake edge-modified flake   24 54 platform visible, flaked on two sides 
MC-CS1.10 1 pt Culbreath 
late L Preceramic 
Archaic 38 59 prob. knife, only one shoulder 
MC-CS1.11 1 pt Levy M. and L. Archaic 36 60   
MC-CS1.12 1 pt McIntire L. Archaic 38 62 retouched 
MC-CS1.13 1 biface distal biface fragment   40 57 
TA chert, transverse snap fracture and edge 
fracture 
MC-CS1.14 1 pt Marion M. and L. Archaic 40 62   
MC-CS1.15 1 pt Putnam L. Archaic 36 62 basally thinned, serrated 
MC-CS1.16 1 pt fragment distal    30 56 retouched with a corner removed  
MC-CS1.17 1 pt Marion M. and L Archaic 34 42 very similar to CS1.14 
MC-CS1.18 1 retouched flake edge-modified flake   40 44 secondary 
MC-CS1.19 1 pt indet   34 51   
MC-CS1.20 1 biface fragment   34 64 rounded trianguloid, hinge fracture 
MC-CS1.21 1 biface ovate biface   44 66 one straight edge 
MC-CS1.22 1 biface poss. Scraper   54 60 with some cortex 
MC-CS1.23 1 pt fragment Levy M. and L Archaic 64 86 basal frag, straight blade 
MC-CS1.24 1 biface distal biface fragment   44 68 rough chipped 
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MC-CS1.25 1 pt fragment proximal, indeterminate   26 42 TA chert 
MC-CS2.1 203 debitage secondary chert flakes   
  
  
MC-CS2.2 4 debitage secondary TA chert flakes - 
  
  
MC-CS2.3 11 debitage secondary flake with cortex   
  
  
MC-CS2.4 30 geological smooth pebble   
  
  
MC-CS2.5 5 geological hematitic stone pebble   
  
  
MC-CS2.6 1 geological micaceous sandstone    
  
  
MC-CS2.7 1 debitage limestone cortex fragment   
  
  
MC-CS2.8 1 biface distal biface fragment   34 42 possible pt 
MC-CS2.9 1 pt fragment distal   14 44 lanceolate excurvate 
MC-CS2.10 1 pt Newnan early L. Archaic 35 57 drooping blade base -- almost barb 
MC-CS2.11 1 pottery Fort Walton Incised rim sherd Miss to contact 
  
sand-tempered, casuela fragment  
MC-CS2.12 1 pt Levy M. and L Archaic 30 34 extreme retouch 
MC-CS2.13 1 pt Sumter M. Archaic 42 46 heavy retouch 
MC-CS2.14 1 pt Putnam L. Archaic 32 50 
heavy retouch, looks like Whatley 1999 
type, serrated, excurvate 
MC-CS2.15 1 pt Small Savannah River L. Archaic 34 58 concave base, serrated 
MC-CS2.16 1 pt Marion M. and L Archaic 36 44 possible Allendale 
MC-CS2.17 1 pt Marion M. and L Archaic 38 46 excurvate blade 
MC-CS2.18 3 debitage secondary quartzite flakes   
  
  
MC-CS2.19 1 pottery sand-tempered plain sherd Woodland to Contact 
  
body sherd 
MC-CS2.20 1 biface prob. a blank   42 55   
MC-CS4.1 311 debitage secondary chert flakes   
  
  
MC-CS4.2 13 debitage secondary TA chert flakes   
  
  
MC-CS4.3 36 debitage secondary flake with cortex   
  
  
MC-CS4.4 37 debitage shatter, chert   
  
  
MC-CS4.5 7 pottery grit-t plain body sherd Woodland to Contact 
  
  
MC-CS4.6 44 geological water-worn smooth pebble   
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MC-CS4.7 11 geological hematitic stone pebble   
  
  
MC-CS4.8 1 hammerstone quartzite hammerstone   
  
battering at top photo right 
MC-CS4.9 3 debitage quartzite shatter   
  
  
MC-CS4.10 1 retouched flake edge-modified flake   
  
retouch at bottom photo right 
MC-CS4.11 16 
geological/poss. 
Cultural  
water-worn stone with poss. 
battering   
  
  
MC-CS4.12 1 pottery sand-t Pt. Washington Incised Miss to contact 
  
scroll motif 
MC-CS4.13 1 pottery grit/sand-t plain rim sherd Woodland to Contact 
  
  
MC-CS4.14 1 pottery sand-t plain body sherd Woodland to Contact 
  
  
MC-CS4.15 1 pottery sand-t check-stamped sherd    
  
body 
MC-CS4.16 1 pottery 
sand-t brushed or cord-marked 
rim sherd   
  
106 mm, finger impressions under lip = 
poss. Lamar; out-flaring globular vessel 
MC-CS4.17 1 pottery sand-t check-stamped rim sherd    
  
poss. Fabric, 92 mm, same Lamar-esque lip 
as .16, out-flaring 
MC-CS4.18 1 pottery Fort Walton Incised rim sherd Miss to contact 
  
ticked rim and scroll motif, 140 mm, prob. 
~1/4 of total casuela   
MC-CS4.19 1 pottery ceramic disk   
  
grit-T with beveled edges, 58 mm diameter 
MC-CS4.20 1 pt indet   35 53 broken stem, serrated 
MC-CS4.21 1 pt indet   31 56 asymmetrical, flake knocked from base 
MC-CS4.22 1 pt Putnam L. Archaic 31 46 heavy retouch on blade, tang, and base 
MC-CS4.23 1 pottery 
sand-t Fort Walton Incised rim 
sherd Miss to contact 
  
150mm, bowl fragment 
MC-CS4.24 1 pottery 
grit-t indeterminate punctate 
sherd Woodland to Contact 
  
body sherd 
MC-CS4.25 1 pottery ceramic disk   
  
sand-t, base of vessel, piece of wall visible at 
photo left, 88mm diameter 
MC-CS5.1 237 debitage secondary chert flakes   
  
  
MC-CS5.2 12 debitage secondary TA chert flakes   
  
  
MC-CS5.3 9 debitage secondary flake with cortex   
  
  
MC-CS5.4 19 debitage chert shatter   
  
  
MC-CS5.5 57 geological water-worn smooth pebble   
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MC-CS5.6 5 
geological/poss. 
Cultural  
water-worn stone with poss. 
Battering   
  
  
MC-CS5.7 8 geological hematitic stone pebble   
  
  
MC-CS5.9 3 debitage quartzite shatter   
  
  
MC-CS5.10 1 uniface poss. uniface fragment       
  
snap fracture 
MC-CS5.11 1 retouched flake edge-modified flake   
  
2 flakes removed 
MC-CS5.12 4 debitage primary chert flake   
  
  
MC-CS5.13 1 pottery 
sand-t Swift Creek Comp-st 
sherd E. to M. Woodland  
  
  
MC-CS5.14 1 pt Sumter M. Archaic 40 68   
MC-CS5.15 1 pt Hamilton M. Archaic 43 90   
MC-CS5.16 1 pt Lafayette 
late L. Archaic/early 
Woodland 39 52 
one squared ear, but doesn't appear to be 
Clay 
MC-CS5.17 1 pt 
Stanford, or possible triangle 
preform   30 78 elongated isosceles triangle 
MC-CS5.18 1 pt Culbreath 
late L. Preceramic 
Archaic 32 82 snapped photo right ear 
MC-CS5.19 1 pt Marion M. and L. Archaic 34 62 lobbed shoulders 
MC-CS5.21 1 pt Marion M. and L. Archaic 40 58   
MC-CS5.22 1 pt Levy M. and L. Archaic 37 56 heavy retouch 
MC-CS5.23 1 pt Marion M. and L. Archaic 32 58 heavy retouch 
MC-CS5.24 1 pt Marion M. and L. Archaic 43 42 heavy retouch 
MC-CS5.25 1 pt Alachua M. and L. Archaic 44 46 heavy retouch 
MC-CS5.26 1 pt Levy M. and L. Archaic 32 54   
MC-CS5.27 1 pt Levy M. and L. Archaic 32 50 
Possible Wacissa, beveling on at least 1 
blade edge 
MC-CS5.28 1 pt Newnan early L Archaic 37 52   
MC-CS5.29 1 pt Putnam L. Archaic 37 71 Serration 
MC-CS5.30 1 pt indet   24 36 
probably a knife, side notch-ish stem on one 
side only 
MC-CS5.31 1 pt indet   24 34 TA chert 
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MC-CS5.32 1 pt probably Hamilton probably M. Archaic 36 63 
heavily retouched, enough to obscure def. 
Hamilton  
MC-CS5.33 1 pt Culbreath 
late L. Preceramic 
Archaic 36 66   
MC-CS5.34 1 geological Micaceous shist   
  
  
MC-CS5.35 1 pt probably FL Adena 
early Woodland 
(Deptford) 42 66   
MC-CS6.1 61 debitage secondary chert flakes   
  
  
MC-CS6.2 4 debitage secondary TA chert flakes   
  
  
MC-CS6.3 11 debitage secondary flake with cortex   
  
  
MC-CS6.4 6 debitage chert shatter    
  
  
MC-CS6.5 20 geological water-worn pebbles   
  
  
MC-CS6.6 5 geological water-worn cobbles   
  
  
MC-CS6.7 6 
geological/poss. 
Cultural  pebbles, possibly battered   
  
  
MC-CS6.8 1 debitage quartzite shatter   
  
  
MC-CS6.9 7 geological hematitic stone pebble   
  
  
MC-CS6.10 3 
geological/poss 
Cultural  ochre pebbles   
  
  
MC-CS6.11 2 charcoal charcoal fragment   
  
  
MC-CS6.12 1 pt Putnam L. Archaic 41 52 
asymmetrical probably a knife, one shoulder 
broken  
MC-CS6.13 1 pt Alachua M. and L. Archaic 30 37 proximal fragment, serrated  
MC-CS6.14 1 pottery Alachua M. and L. Archaic 28 57 
heavy retouch, broken shoulder, broad stem, 
poss. Wacissa, serrated  
MC-CS6.15 1 biface possible scraper   27 36   
MC-CS6.16 3 pottery sand-T check-stamped sherds 
M. Woodland to 
Contact 
  
  
MC-CS6.17 2 debitage quartzite shatter no cortex   
  
  
MC-CS6.18 3 pt fragment distal, indeterminate   32 41   
MC-CS7.1 254 debitage secondary chert flakes   
  
  
MC-CS7.2 27 debitage secondary TA chert flakes   
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MC-CS7.3 17 debitage secondary flake with cortex   
  
  
MC-CS7.4 22 debitage shatter, chert   
  
  
MC-CS7.5 61 geological water-worn pebbles   
  
  
MC-CS7.6 4 geological water-worn cobbles   
  
  
MC-CS7.7 5 
geological/poss. 
Cultural  cobbles, possibly battered   
  
  
MC-CS7.8 25 
geological/poss. 
Cultural  pebbles, possibly battered   
  
  
MC-CS7.9 5 debitage quartzite shatter w/ cortex   
  
  
MC-CS7.10 14 debitage quartzite shatter, no cortex   
  
  
MC-CS7.11 9 geological hematitic stone pebble   
  
  
MC-CS7.12 7 
geological/poss. 
Cultural  ochre pebbles   
  
  
MC-CS7.13 7 charcoal charcoal fragment   
  
  
MC-CS7.14 1 pottery sand-t plain sherd Woodland to Contact 
  
  
MC-CS7.15 1 pottery sand-t check-stamped sherd 
M. Woodland to 
Contact 
  
  
MC-CS7.16 1 ground stone possible matate   
  
  
MC-CS7.17 1 core     
  
  
MC-CS7.18 1 biface distal biface fragment   27 46 unidentified, possibly pt 
MC-CS8.1 56 debitage secondary chert flakes   
  
  
MC-CS8.2 2 debitage secondary TA chert flakes   
  
  
MC-CS8.3 12 debitage secondary flake with cortex   
  
  
MC-CS8.4 13 debitage shatter, chert   
  
  
MC-CS8.5 14 geological water-worn pebbles   
  
  
MC-CS8.6 1 geological water-worn cobbles   
  
  
MC-CS8.7 12 
geological/poss. 
Cultural  pebbles, possibly battered   
  
  
MC-CS8.9 1 debitage quartzite shatter w/ cortex   
  
  
MC-CS8.10 1 debitage quartzite shatter, no cortex   
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MC-CS8.11 4 
geological/poss. 
Cultural  hematitic stone pebble   
  
  
MC-CS8.14 1 core core, chert   
  
prepared striking platform visible 
MC-CS8.15 1 pt fragment distal, indeterminate   19 31 serrated 
MC-CS8.16 1 pt McIntire L. Archaic 30 52 
heavy retouch, round tip, typed based on 
broad-to-expanding short tang 
MC-CS8.17 1 pt Pickwick L. Archaic 29 69 nearly straight blade 
MC-CS8.18 1 pt fragment distal, indeterminate   31 42   
MC-CS8.19 1 pt fragment distal, indeterminate   18 23   
MC-CS8.20 1 pt Duval 
Woodland (Swift 
Creek and Weeden 
Island) 18 57 Duval (Whatley 2002, not Bullen 1975) 
MC-CS8.21 1 pt Morrow Mt.  M. Archaic 37 51   
MC-CS8.22 1 retouched flake edge-modified flake   26 31 
possible early stage scraper, three flakes 
removed from one margin 
MC-CS8.23 5 pottery sand-t check-stamped rim sherd  
M. Woodland to 
Contact 
  
  
MC-CS8.24 3 pottery 
sand-t check-stamped body 
sherd 
M. Woodland to 
Contact 
  
  
MC-CS8.25 1 pottery ceramic disk   
  
no beveling, 40 mm diameter 
MC-CS9.1 36 debitage secondary chert flakes   
  
  
MC-CS9.2 3 debitage secondary TA chert flakes   
  
  
MC-CS9.3 14 debitage secondary flake with cortex   
  
  
MC-CS9.4 19 debitage shatter, chert   
  
  
MC-CS9.5 3 debitage quartzite shatter w/ cortex   
  
  
MC-CS9.6 3 debitage quartzite shatter, no cortex   
  
  
MC-CS9.7 1 geological hematitic stone pebble   
  
  
MC-CS9.8 4 geological cobbles   
  
> 10 cm in diameter 
MC-CS9.9 1 hammerstone quartzite hammerstone   
  
> 10 cm in diameter 
MC-CS9.10 1 core core, chert   
  
random angular with cortex 
MC-CS9.11 1 fossil fossil sea urchin   
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MC-CS9.12 1 pt fragment Sumter, proximal M. Archaic 43 63 knob stem, basal thinning, transverse snap 
MC-CS9.13 1 pt fragment Savannah River L. Archaic 65 55 
type based on extreme width, with barbs 
more distinct than Hamilton  
MC-CS9.14 1 biface bifacial preform   43 83 
probably abandoned, large fossil and 
granular inclusions 
MC-CS9.15 1 pt Kirk Corner Notched  Early Archaic 29 49 light serration  
MC-CS9.16 1 core core, chert   
  
prepared striking platform visible 
MC-CS9.17 1 retouched flake edge-modified flake   
  
pressure flaked 
MC-CS9.18 1 pt fragment distal, indeterminate   24 35   
MC-CS10.1 53 debitage secondary chert flakes   
  
  
MC-CS10.2 3 debitage secondary TA chert flakes   
  
  
MC-CS10.3 3 debitage secondary flake with cortex   
  
  
MC-CS10.4 12 debitage shatter, chert   
  
  
MC-CS10.5 18 geological water-worn pebbles   
  
  
MC-CS10.6 2 
geological/poss. 
Cultural  pebbles, possibly battered   
  
  
MC-CS10.7 5 debitage quartzite shatter, no cortex   
  
  
MC-CS10.8 4 geological hematitic stone pebble   
  
  
MC-CS10.12 1 pt fragment distal, indeterminate   23 47 lanceolate 
MC-CS10.13 1 biface distal biface fragment   36 25   
MC-CS10.14 1 biface probably a preform   45 56 ovate 
MC-CS10.15 1 pt Allendale (formally MALA) M. and L Archaic 21 40 
weak shouldered, more "corner removed" 
than stemmed 
MC-CS10.16 1 pt Putnam L. Archaic 35 46 triangular straight blade 
MC-CS10.17 1 pt Putnam L. Archaic 45 49 heavy retouch 
MC-CS10.18 1 biface distal biface fragment   40 59   
MC-CS10.19 1 modern wood charred cyprus knee   
  
  
MC-CS10.20 1 pottery sand-t plain body sherd Woodland to Contact 
  
  
MC-CS10.21 1 pottery sand-t plain rim sherd Woodland to Contact 
  
incision under lip 
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MC-CS10.22 1 pottery 
grit-t Fort Walton Incised rim 
sherd Miss to contact 
  
double line with punctuations under lip 
MC-CS10.23 1 pottery 
Swift Creek Comp-stamp body 
sherd early/M. Woodland 
  
paisley motif 
MC-CS10.24 1 pottery 
sand-t check-stamped body 
sherd 
M. Woodland to 
Contact 
  
  
MC-CS11.1 51 debitage secondary chert flakes   
  
  
MC-CS11.2 4 debitage secondary TA chert flakes   
  
  
MC-CS11.3 8 debitage secondary flake with cortex   
  
  
MC-CS11.4 6 debitage shatter, chert   
  
  
MC-CS11.5 1 geological water-worn pebbles   
  
  
MC-CS11.6 1 geological water-worn cobbles   
  
> 7cm diameter 
MC-CS11.7 3 
geological/poss. 
Cultural  pebbles, possibly battered   
  
  
MC-CS11.8 1 debitage quartzite shatter no cortex   
  
  
MC-CS11.9 1 tested cobble tested chert cobble   
  
5 random negative flakes visible, opaline 
MC-CS11.10 1 biface early stage   
  
percussion chipping on 3 sides 
MC-CS11.11 1 uniface possible scraper   
  
possibly a biface 
MC-CS11.12 1 retouched flake edge-modified flake   
  
retouch on two sides 
MC-CS11.13 1 debitage possible micro blade   
  
  
MC-CS11.14 1 ground stone possible matate   
  
worn slab of sandstone 
MC-CS11.15 1 pt Elora, proximal frag.  
L. Archaic/early 
Woodland 39 48 snapped base  
MC-CS11.16 1 pt Putnam L. Archaic 36 65 
heavy retouch, incurvate with rounded tip, 
asymmetrical shoulders  
MC-CS11.17 1 pt indet 
 
32 60 
broad contracting stem, no shoulders, 
modern distal snap reveals patina 
MC-CS11.18 1 pt Little Bear Creek 
L. Archaic through L. 
Woodland 31 52 TA, heavy retouch, serrated 
MC-CS11.19 1 pt Thonotosassa  M. Archaic 48 141 
asymmetrical, base obscured by modern 
glued-on deer antler handle 
MC-CS11.20 1 pt Ledbetter 
L. Archaic and 
Woodland 51 110 
asymmetrical blade serrated on one blade 
edge 
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MC-CS11.21 1 pt Alachua M. and L Archaic 39 62 retouched rounded tip 
MC-CS11.22 1 pt Hernando, var. 1 
L. Archaic/early 
Woodland 31 40 
 
MC-CS11.23 1 pt Putnam L. Archaic 41 91 retouched rounded tip 
MC-CS11.24 1 pt Alachua M. and L. Archaic 26 30 retouched 
MC-CS11.25 1 pt Marion M. and L. Archaic 36 60 nub shoulders 
MC-CS11.26 1 pt fragment Indeterminate proximal   43 91 broad stemmed 
MC-CS11.27 2 pt Alachua M. and L. Archaic 39 42 both TA and serrated 
MC-CS11.28 1 pt Morrow Mt.  M. Archaic 40 51   
MC-CS11.29 1 pt Morrow Mt.  M. Archaic 33 51 distal snap fracture 
MC-CS11.30 1 pt Levy M. and L. Archaic 40 61 convex base 
MC-CS11.31 1 pt Pickwick L. Archaic 32 77   
MC-CS12.1 147 debitage secondary chert flakes   
  
  
MC-CS12.2 30 debitage secondary TA chert flakes   
  
  
MC-CS12.3 15 debitage secondary flake with cortex   
  
  
MC-CS12.4 26 debitage shatter, chert   
  
  
MC-CS12.5 1 geological water-worn pebbles   
  
  
MC-CS12.7 2 debitage quartzite shatter, no cortex   
  
  
MC-CS12.8 1 pt fragment Putnam, proximal L. Archaic 40 50   
MC-CS12.9 1 PPK Putnam L. Archaic 42 50   
MC-CS12.10 1 PPK Sumter M. Archaic 40 67   
MC-CS12.11 1 pottery sand-t cord-marked body sherd 
M. Woodland to 
Contact 
  
  
MC-CS12.12 1 biface biface, ovate   
  
  
MC-CS12.13 1 pottery Lake Jackson Lug Miss to contact 
  
  
MC-CS12.14 1 biface possible scraper   
  
thick, percussion flaked 
MC-CS12.15 1 pt Alachua M. and L. Archaic 30 42 heavy retouch 
MC-CS12.16 1 pt Levy M. and L. Archaic 39 56 triangular serrated blade 
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MC-CS12.17 1 biface late stage biface Woodland to Contact 30 72 TA, beginnings of stem 
MC-CS12.18 1 pt Savannah River L. Archaic 38 57 short tang with near barbs 
MC-CS12.19 1 pottery sand-t plain rim sherd Woodland to Contact 
  
  
MC-CS12.20 1 pottery 
sand-t check-stamped body 
sherd Woodland to Contact 
  
  
MC-CS12.21 1 pt fragment Putnam, proximal L. Archaic 32 37   
MC-CS13.1 9 debitage secondary chert flakes   
  
  
MC-CS13.2 1 debitage secondary TA chert flakes   
  
  
MC-CS13.3 3 debitage secondary flake with cortex   
  
  
MC-CS13.4 3 debitage shatter, chert   
  
  
MC-CS13.5 1 pt fragment poss. Culbreath M. and L. Archaic 34 47 
well chipped TA with transverse snap and 
edge fracture  
MC-CS13.6 1 biface scraper    57 98 well flaked on three sides 
MC-CS13.7 1 pottery sand-tempered rim sherd   
  
very roughly scalloped on lip edge with 
fingernail impressions 
MC-CS13.8 1 pottery sand-t plain body sherd   
  
  
MC-CS13.9 1 pt Alachua M. and L Archaic 47 73 highly retouched 
MC-CS13.10 1 pt Elora 
L Archaic/early 
Woodland 37 54 roughly chipped, lightly serrated 
MC-CS13.11 1 biface preform   44 79 very weathered 
MC-CS13.12 1 pt fragment distal, indeterminate   35 42   
MC-CS13.13 1 retouched flake edge-modified flake   34 61 flaked on 3 sides 
MC-CS14.1 16 debitage secondary chert flakes   
  
  
MC-CS14.2 4 debitage secondary TA chert flakes   
  
  
MC-CS14.3 4 debitage secondary flake with cortex   
  
  
MC-CS14.4 2 geological water-worn pebbles   
  
  
MC-CS14.5 1 debitage quartzite shatter, no cortex   
  
  
MC-CS14.6 1 pt Pickwick L. Archaic 38 62   
MC-CS14.7 1 pt Culbreath 
late L. Preceramic 
Archaic 36 48   
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MC-CS14.8 1 pt Indet   40 47 snapped stem, retouch on blade 
MC-CS14.9 1 pt Ledbetter 
L. Archaic and 
Woodland 48 60 
part of base obscured in the top edge of the 
photo 
MC-CS14.10 1 pt Levy M. and L Archaic 33 67 narrow shoulders and blade 
MC-CS14.11 1 retouched flake  edge-modified flake   49 58 
platform and ripples visible and distal flakes 
removed 
MC-CS14.12 1 pt Putnam L. Archaic 30 62 snapped tip and shoulder with retouch 
MC-CS14.13 1 pt Sumter M. Archaic 31 53   
MC-CS14.14 1 pt Marion M. and L Archaic 28 42 triangular  
MC-CS14.15 1 pt Elora 
L. Archaic/early 
Woodland 32 46 snapped base  
MC-CS14.16 1 pt Indet   28 49 only one side of stem shaped 
MC-CS14.17 1 biface bifacial preform   32 56 probably for pt 
MC-CS14.18 1 pottery Lake Jackson rim sherd Miss to contact 65 61 lip incisions with lug 
MC-CS14.19 1 pt Putnam L. Archaic 45 57   
MC-CS14.20 1 pt Levy M. and L Archaic 37 51 blade retouch 
MC-CS14.21 1 pt indet   23 45 Stem snapped, one shoulder present  
MC-CS15.1 53 debitage secondary chert flakes   
  
  
MC-CS15.2 5 debitage secondary TA chert flakes   
  
  
MC-CS15.3 5 debitage secondary flake with cortex   
  
  
MC-CS15.4 5 debitage shatter, chert   
  
  
MC-CS15.5 2 geological water-worn cobbles   
  
  
MC-CS15.6 1 debitage quartzite shatter, no cortex   
  
  
MC-CS15.7 2 
geological/poss. 
Cultural  hematitic stone pebble   
  
  
MC-CS15.8 1 pt Wacissa Early Archaic 47 58 beveling visible patinized 
MC-CS15.9 1 pt Levy M. and L. Archaic 31 42 heavy retouch 
MC-CS15.10 1 pt Hernando var. 2 
L. Archaic/early 
Woodland 23 37   
MC-CS15.11 1 pt Levy M. and L Archaic 31 48 retouched with concave base 
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MC-CS15.12 1 pt Morrow Mt.  M. Archaic 31 48   
MC-CS15.13 1 pt Idet   30 41 one corner of base removed 
MC-CS15.14 1 pt fragment distal, indeterminate   22 42 looks like an FL Archaic Stemmed 
MC-CS15.15 1 pt Ledbetter 
L. Archaic and 
Woodland 34 65 
Narrow shoulder with more retouch on one 
side 
MC-CS15.16 1 pt indet   39 68 
probably a knife, highly serrated, base 
notched on one side 
MC-CS15.17 1 geological fulgurite    
  
  
MC-CS15.18 1 biface bifacial scraper   
  
  
MC-CS15.19 1 hammerstone quartzite hammerstone   
  
  
MC-CS15.20 1 hammerstone quartzite hammerstone   
  
  
MC-CS15.21 1 tested cobble tested chert cobble   
  
3 flakes removed 
MC-CS15.22 1 core core, chert   
  
platform 
MC-CS15.23 1 core core, chert   
  
at least 8 flake scars visible 
MC-CS15.24 1 core reduced chert core   
  
possibly a tool blank  
MC-CS16.1 1 pottery Lake Jackson rim sherd Miss to contact 
  
with lug and 3 parallel incisions, 73 mm 
MC-CS16.2 1 pottery grit-t brushed body sherd   
  
possibly simple-stamped can't tell from 
photo 
MC-CS16.3 1 pottery grit-t Marsh Island Incised rim Miss to contact 
  
83 mm 
MC-CS16.4 1 pottery sand-t Ft. Walton incised rim Miss to contact 
  
47 mm, very eroded 
MC-CS16.5 1 pottery sand-t Lake Jackson rim  Miss to contact 
  
with lug 
MC-CS16.6 1 pottery Lake Jackson rim sherd Miss to contact 
  
piece of strap handle 
MC-CS16.7 1 pottery grit-t plain rim sherd Woodland to Contact 
  
53 mm 
MC-CS16.8 1 pottery grit-t plain body sherd Woodland to Contact 
  
  
MC-CS16.9 1 geological pebble   
  
  
MC-CS16.10 1 other 
modern non-culltural gnawed 
antler piece   
  
  
MC-CS16.11 1 shell worn columnella fragment   
  
not busycon, right-opening marine conch 
MC-CS16.12 1 pottery 
sand-t check-stamped body 
sherd   
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MC-CS16.13 1 pottery sand-t Ft. Walton incised rim Miss to contact 
  
31 mm 
MC-CS16.14 1 pottery Lake Jackson Miss to contact 
  
notched appliqué under rim, 48 mm poss. 
Lamar 
MC-CS16.15 1 pottery 
sand-t Point Washington Incised 
rim sherd Miss to contact 
  
uncommon rectilinear chevron pattern 
MC-CS16.16 1 pottery 
sand-t Point Washington Incised 
body sherd Miss to contact 
  
double line curvilinear incision 
MC-CS16.17 1 pottery grit-t Point Washington Incised Miss to contact 
  
  
MC-CS16.18 1 pottery sand-t Ft. Walton incised rim Miss to contact 
  
38 mm 
MC-CS16.19 1 pottery sand-t indeterminate rim sherd   
  
48 mm, appears to be some heavily eroded 
surface treatment 
MC-CS16.20 1 pottery grit-t lake Jackson rim sherd Miss to contact 
  
with a lugged handle, 59 mm 
MC-CS16.21 1 pottery grit-t plain rim sherd Woodland to Contact 
  
38 mm 
MC-CS16.22 1 pottery grit-t Lake Jackson rimsherd Miss to contact 
  
folded with punctations below the lip, 58 
mm poss. Lamar 
MC-CS16.23 1 pottery 
grit-t prob Point Washington rim 
sherd Miss to contact 
  
45 mm 
MC-CS16.24 1 pottery 
grit-t Ft. Walton Incised body 
sherd Miss to contact 
  
44 mm 
MC-CS16.25 1 pottery sand-t Lake Jackson rim sherd Miss to contact 
  
incised with node, 40 mm 
MC-CS16.26 1 pottery sand-t Lake Jackson rim sherd Miss to contact 
  
incised with node, 23 mm 
MC-CS16.27 1 pottery 
grit-t Fort Walton Incised rim 
sherd Miss to contact 
  
43 mm 
MC-CS16.28 1 pottery 
sand-t indeterminate incised rim 
sherd   
  
heavily eroded 
MC-CS16.29 1 pottery 
sand-t Fort Walton Incised rim 
sherd Miss to contact 
  
  
MC-CS16.30 1 pottery grit-t plain rim sherd Woodland to Contact 
  
piece of a plain bowl, 124 mm 
MC-CS16.31 1 pottery 
sand-t Cool Branch Incised body 
sherd   
  
  
MC-CS16.32 1 pottery sand-t cob-marked rim sherd   
  
  
MC-CS16.33 1 pottery 
sand-t Point Washington Incised 
rim sherd Miss to contact 
  
casuela shaped vessel 
MC-CS16.34 1 pottery sand-t plain sherd Woodland to Contact 
  
globular vessel fragment, maybe a disk 
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MC-CS16.35 1 pottery sand-t prob Lake Jackson Miss to contact 
  
notched appliqué, poss. Lamar 
MC-CS17.1 92 debitage secondary chert flakes   
  
  
MC-CS17.2 10 debitage secondary TA chert flakes   
  
  
MC-CS17.3 11 debitage secondary flake with cortex   
  
  
MC-CS17.4 16 debitage shatter, chert   
  
  
MC-CS17.5 3 geological water-worn pebbles   
  
  
MC-CS17.6 1 pottery sand-t plain rim sherd Woodland to Contact 
  
incised under lip 
MC-CS17.7 1 biface prob preform   32 57   
MC-CS17.8 1 pt Marion M. and L. Archaic 29 49 retouched, triangular 
MC-CS17.9 1 pt fragment distal, indeterminate   
  
  
MC-CS17.10 1 biface bifacial midsection fragment   
  
probably a pt, pressure flaking on blade 
MC-CS18.1 1 retouched flake edge-modified flake   
  
  
MC-CS18.2 2 biface discoidal   
  
circular, flaked all around, 36 mm in 
diameter 
MC-CS18.3 1 pt fragment distal, indeterminate   43 36 proximal retouch 
MC-CS18.4 1 biface preform   42 67 triangular, one corner snapped 
MC-CS18.5 1 biface preform   38 58 ovate 
MC-CS18.6 1 pt Lafayette 
late L. Archaic/early 
Woodland 26 37 serrated 
MC-CS18.7 1 pt fragment distal, indeterminate   31 51   
MC-CS18.8 1 pt Wacissa Early Archaic 31 33 retouched with patina chipped away, beveled 
MC-CS18.9 1 pt Wacissa Early Archaic 33 42 heavy retouch 
MC-CS18.10 1 pt Sumter M. Archaic 36 65 almost contracting stem 
MC-CS18.11 1 biface preform   29 39 flat base with one chunk out of a blade edge 
MC-CS18.12 1 pt fragment distal, indeterminate   32 58 possibly biface 
MC-CS18.13 1 pt Arredondo L. Archaic 38 52 heavy retouch 
MC-CS18.14 1 biface indeterminate fragment   32 
 
  
MC-CS18.15 1 pt Lafayette 
late L. Archaic/early 
Woodland 20 30   
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MC-CS18.16 1 pt indet   32 26 amorphous no clear shape to hafting area 
MC-CS18.17 1 pt Alachua M. and L. Archaic 31 49   
MC-CS18.18 1 pt indet   37 40   
MC-CS18.19 1 biface preform   20 51   
MC-CS18.20 1 biface scraper    76 39   
MC-CS18.21 1 pt fragment distal, indeterminate   20 51   
MC-CS18.22 1 pt fragment distal, indeterminate   22 39   
MC-CS18.23 1 pt fragment distal, indeterminate   26 39   
MC-CS18.24 1 pt fragment distal, indeterminate   23 37   
MC-CS18.25 1 pt fragment distal, indeterminate   31 41   
MC-CS18.26 1 pt Alachua M. and L. Archaic 30 57   
MC-CS18.27 1 pt Hernando var. 2 
L. Archaic/early 
Woodland 32 78 snap fracture 
MC-CS18.28 1 pt fragment distal, indeterminate   32 54   
MC-CS18.29 1 pt Culbreath 
late L Preceramic 
Archaic 40 47 snapped base 
MC-CS18.30 1 pt fragment distal, indeterminate   51 59   
MC-CS18.31 1 pt Marion M. and L Archaic 22 51   
MC-CS18.32 1 pt Colbert Dalton Early Archaic 30 53   
MC-CS18.33 1 biface indeterminate fragment   47 61   
MC-CS18.34 1 biface preform   34 55   
MC-CS18.35 1 pt fragment distal, indeterminate   43 46   
MC-CS18.36 1 pt Arredondo L. Archaic 39 50   
MC-CS18.37 1 pt Morrow Mt.  M. Archaic 32 73   
MC-CS18.38 1 pt fragment distal, indeterminate   30 39   
MC-CS18.39 1 pt Elora 
L. Archaic/early 
Woodland 31 56 snapped base and distal fracture 
MC-CS18.40 1 pt fragment distal, indeterminate   24 21   
MC-CS18.41 1 pt Levy M. and L. Archaic 30 51 small, well made, heavy retouch 
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MC-CS18.42 1 pt Elora 
L. Archaic/early 
Woodland 49 58   
MC-CS18.43 1 pt Kirk Serrated 
L. Early Archaic to 
early M. Archaic 41 90 not retouched, patina over serrations 
MC-CS18.44 1 pt Bolen Plain var. 2 Early Archaic 28 59 concave base, but side notched 
MC-CS18.45 1 pt Culbreath 
late L Preceramic 
Archaic 38 69   
MC-CS18.46 1 pt probably Savannah River L. Archaic 52 59 
typed from shoulders and size, though could 
be Hamilton  
MC-CS18.47 1 biface distal biface fragment   40 59 probably a blank 
MC-CS18.48 1 pt Putnam L. Archaic 40 58   
MC-CS18.49 1 pt Bolen Beveled var. 2 Early Archaic 29 53   
MC-CS18.50 1 pt Levy M. and L Archaic 29 41 extreme retouch 
MC-CS18.51 1 pt Culbreath 
late L. Preceramic 
Archaic 28 43 extreme retouch 
MC-CS18.52 1 pt Pickwick L. Archaic 57 107 snapped base and recurvate blade  
MC-DF-1.1 1 pottery  
sand-t rim shed w/ broad folded 
lip   
  
flared out 45 degrees, ~20% of a 17 cm diam 
jar 
MC-DF-1.2 1 pottery  sand-t check-stamped rim sherd   
  
 ~15% of a 25 cm diam bowl 
MC-DF-1.3 1 pottery 
grit-t Chattahoochee brushed 
sherd 
18th - 19th century 
(Seminole) 
  
  
MC-DF-1.4 1 pottery 
sand-t complicated-stamped 
body sherd,  probably Lamar L. 17th - 18th century  
  
sloppy with bullseye and chevron, however 
possibly eroded 
MC-DF-1.5 1 pottery 
sand-t Fort Walton Incised rim 
sherd Miss to contact 
  
tapered edge 
MC-DF-1.6 3 pottery 
sand-t Fort Walton Incised body 
sherds Miss to contact 
  
  
MC-DF-1.7 1 pottery sand-t check-stamped rim sherd 
M. Woodland to 
Contact 
  
prob. ~20% of 12 cm diameter jar/globular 
vessel 
MC-DF-F6.1 1 utilized flake 
secondary TA chert flake with 
use wear - 
  
polish and edge fracture, right proximal 
ventral 
MC-DF-F6.2 6 
geological/poss. 
Cultural  friable ochre fragments    
  
clay and iron concretion 
MC-DF-F6.3 11 debitage quartzite shatter with cortex   
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CAT# N Class Type Time Period w. L Notes 
MC-DF-F6.4 3 debitage quartzite shatter, no cortex   
  
  
MC-DF-F6.5 10 geological water-worn pebbles   
  
  
MC-DF-F6.6 3 
geological/poss. 
Cultural  
weathered/battered quartzite 
fragments   
  
  
MC-DF-F6.7 -   charcoal   
  
  
MC-DF-F6.8 2   hematitic stone fragments   
  
  
MC-CS3.1 1 pottery fiber-t plain body and heel Ceramic (L.) Archaic 
  
some curvature but no base, uniform 
thickness = 15.2 mm 
MC-CS3.2 1 pottery 
fiber- t plain base sherd with 
heel and some wall Ceramic (L.) Archaic 
  
base: 18.6 mm wall: 11mm 
MC-CS3.3 1 pottery 
fiber-t plain base sherd with heel 
and body Ceramic (L.) Archaic 
  
base: 17.2 mm wall: 9.2 
MC-CS3.4 1 pottery 
fiber-t plain base sherd with heel 
and body Ceramic (L.) Archaic 
  
some cortex on wall, obtuse wall angle with 
incision around interior base, base: 23 mm 
wall:14 mm 
MC-CS3.5 1 pottery fiber-t plain eroded body sherd Ceramic (L.) Archaic 
  
9.9 mm 
MC-CS3.6 1 pottery 
fiber-t basal sherd with wall 
pces attached Ceramic (L.) Archaic 
  
base: 22 .. Wall: 14.5 
MC-CS3.7 1 pottery fiber-t plain body sherd Ceramic (L.) Archaic 
  
many voids in profile, 12.5 mm 
MC-CS3.8 1 pottery 
small fiber-t base sherd, v 
eroded Ceramic (L.) Archaic 
  
17.6 mm 
MC-CS3.9 1 pottery 
fiber-t plain basal sherd, with 
wall, possible slip Ceramic (L.) Archaic 
  
base: 23.1 wall: 15.2 mm 
MC-CS3.10 1 pottery 
fiber-t plain basal sherd with 
wall attached Ceramic (L.) Archaic 
  
preserved base and wall cortex, prominent 
voids, base 24 mm, wall 11mm 
MC-CS3.11 1 pottery fiber-t plain body sherd Ceramic (L.) Archaic 
  
eroded 17-11 mm 
MC-CS3.12 1 pottery 
grit-t Fort Walton Incised rim 
sherd Miss to contact 
  
ticked rim, probably ~12% of 22 diameter 
casuela vessel 
MC-CS3.13 1 pottery 
fiber-t plain base and body joint 
sherd Ceramic (L.) Archaic 
  
cortex on base, base: 21 mm, wall: 11 mm 
MC-DF-F4.1 1 debitage 
secondary chert flake with 
cortex   
  
  
MC-DF-F4.2 1 
geological/poss. 
cultural  chunk ochre    
  
possibly wear marks, 28x14x20 mm 
MC-DF-F4.3 1 geological/poss. quartzite pebble with wear   
  
possible hammerstone 
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CAT# N Class Type Time Period w. L Notes 
Cultural  
MC-DF-F4.4 3 geological water-worn pebbles   
  
  
MC-DF-F4.5 1 debitage quartzite shatter no cortex   
  
  
MC-DF-F4.6 3 
geological/poss. 
cultural  
weathered/battered quartzite 
fragments   
  
  
MC-DF-F4.7 3 geological hematitic stone fragments   
  
  
MC-DF-F4.8 - charcoal charcoal fragments   
  
  
MC-DF-F3.1 1 utilized flake 
secondary chert flake with use-
wear   
  
polish and edge fracture  
MC-DF-F3.2 1 debitage shatter, chert   
  
  
MC-DF-F3.3 2 debitage quartzite shatter with cortex   
  
  
MC-DF-F3.4 3 geological hematitic stone fragments   
  
  
MC-DF-F3.5 2 geological water-worn pebbles   
  
  
MC-DF-F3.6 - charcoal charcoal fragments   
  
  
MC-DF-F5.1 1 debitage secondary chert flakes   
  
  
MC-DF-F5.2 1 
geological/poss. 
Cultural  friable ochre fragments    
  
  
MC-DF-F5.3 1 geological water-worn pebbles   
  
  
MC-DF-F5.4 1 
geological/poss. 
Cultural  
weathered/battered quartzite 
pebble   
  
  
MC-DF-F5.5 1 debitage quartzite shatter, no cortex   
  
  
MC-DF-F5.6 - charcoal charcoal fragments   
  
  
MC-DF-F7.1 1 debitage secondary chert flakes   
  
  
MC-DF-F7.2 1 debitage shatter, chert   
  
opaline chert 
MC-DF-F7.3 1 
geological/poss. 
Cultural  friable ochre fragments    
  
  
MC-DF-F7.4 1 debitage quartzite shatter no cortex   
  
  
MC-DF-F7.5 2 
geological/poss. 
Cultural  iron stained sandstone pieces   
  
  
MC-DF-F7.6 1 geological hematitic stone fragments   
  
  
MC-DF-F7.7 5 geological water-worn pebbles   
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CAT# N Class Type Time Period w. L Notes 
MC-DF-F7.8 - charcoal charcoal fragments   
  
  
MC-DF-F8.1 3 debitage shatter, chert   
  
  
MC-DF-F8.2 1 debitage quartzite shatter no cortex   
  
  
MC-DF-F8.3 4 debitage quartzite shatter with cortex   
  
  
MC-DF-F8.4 5 
geological/poss. 
Cultural  
weathered/battered quartzite 
pebble   
  
  
MC-DF-F8.5 2 geological water-worn pebbles   
  
  
MC-DF-F8.6 3 geological hematitic stone fragments   
  
  
MC-DF-F8.7 1 
geological/poss. 
Cultural  friable ochre fragments    
  
  
MC-DF-F8.8 - charcoal charcoal fragments   
  
  
MC-DF-F2.1 1 biface 
biface distal fragment with use-
wear   28 36 
asymmetrical with transverse snap, polish on 
proximal straight blade edge with edge 
fracturing, 8mm 
MC-DF-F2.2 1 utilized flake 
secondary chert flake with use-
wear   24 28 
TA, edge fracture and polish on left distal 
ventral edge 24x28x8 mm 
MC-DF-F2.3 3 
geological/poss. 
Cultural  friable ochre fragments    
  
  
MC-DF-F2.4 5 debitage quartzite shatter, no cortex   
  
  
MC-DF-F2.5 6 geological water-worn pebbles   
  
  
MC-DF-F2.6 2 geological hematitic stone fragments   
  
  
MC-DF-F2.7 - charcoal charcoal fragments   
  
  
MC-DF-F9.1 2 debitage primary flakes   
  
  
MC-DF-F9.2 1 debitage secondary chert flakes   
  
probably from a micro-blade core with 5 
parallel neg. flake scars on dorsal 
MC-DF-F9.3 2 debitage quartzite shatter with cortex   
  
  
MC-DF-F9.4 1 
geological/poss. 
Cultural  ochre fragment possible wear   
  
flattened with 2 cut marks 
MC-DF-F9.5 3 geological water-worn pebbles   
  
  
MC-DF-F9.6 3 
geological/poss. 
Cultural  
weathered/battered quartzite 
pebble   
  
  
MC-DF-F9.7 - charcoal  charcoal fragments   
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MC-DF-F9.8 4 geological hematitic stone fragments   
  
  
MC-DF-F10.1 1 pt fragment proximal, base fragment   30 23 
snap fractured very fat, lenticular, 
30x23x16.5 mm 
MC-DF-F10.2 1 debitage secondary chert flakes   
  
  
MC-DF-F10.3 2 geological water-worn pebbles   
  
  
MC-DF-F10.4 6 debitage quartzite shatter with cortex   
  
  
MC-DF-F10.5 2 geological hematitic stone fragments   
  
  
MC-DF-F10.6 1 
geological/poss. 
Cultural  friable ochre fragments    
  
  
MC-DF-F10.7 - charcoal charcoal fragments   
  
  
MC-DF-2.1 783 debitage secondary chert flakes   
  
bags of chert debitage in deer freezer  
MC-DF-2.2 408 debitage shatter, chert   
  
bags of chert debitage in deer freezer  
MC-DF-3.1 428 pottery 
check-stamped sherds mostly 
grit-t   
  
bags and buckets of sherds in deer freezer 
MC-DF-3.2 610 pottery plain sherds, sand- and grit-t   
  
bags and buckets of sherds in deer freezer 
MC-DF-4 - geological rocks   
  
bags and buckets of indeterminate rocks in 
deer freezer 
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APPENDIX B-1 
PHOTOS OF ARTIFACTS FROM 2013 EXCAVATIONS 
8JA1869 
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Abbreviations 
 
Indet =indeterminate 
Poss = possible/possibly 
ST = Shovel Test  
TA = thermally altered  
TU = Test Unit 
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13-1.1–7. Sand-tempered plain (left) and grit-tempered (right) plain sherds from Surface A 
 
 
13-1.3 Biface fragment, possible blank, with just a few flakes removed from dorsal side 
(right) from Surface A   
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13-3.1–2. Secondary chert flakes and sand-tempered plain sherds. In creek near ST A 
 
 
13-4.1 Grit-tempered plain sherds, in creek near ST A 
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13-6.1–3. Left to right, top to bottom: sand-tempered plain folded rim sherd, sand-
tempered plain body sherd, sand-and-grit-tempered plain body sherds. ST A below 30 cm 
deep  
 
 
13-12.1–3 Left to right, top to bottom. Grit-tempered, very large check-stamped sherds, 
grit-tempered plain sherds, sand-tempered plain cross-mending sherds. ST B 0-30 cm 
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13-16.1–5. Left to right, top to bottom: Grit-tempered check-stamped (some smoothed), 
sand-tempered indet., grit/grog-tempered check-stamped, grit-tempered check-stamped 
rim, sand-tempered plain, chalky, sandy St. Johns sherds. TU A L 4 
 
 
13-16.7.  Sand-tempered plain sherds, TU A L 4 
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13-16.8. Uniface. TU A L 4 
 
 
13-19.1–4. Grit-tempered check-stamped sherd with large smooth temper (top right), grit-
tempered check-stamped sherd, grit-tempered plain, sand-tempered plain sherds. ST B 30-
90 cm 
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13-32.1–6 and 13-32.8–9. Left to right, top to bottom: Sand-tempered plain, sand-tempered 
check-stamped, grit-tempered plain, grit-tempered check-stamped, indet. punctate 
(Weeden Island?), sand-tempered poss fabric-impressed, sand and grit-tempered plain, 
grit-tempered in profile (really big) sherds. TUA Level 5 
 
 
13-32.7. Sand-tempered plain sherds. TUA Level 5 
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13-31.10 Grit-tempered plain sherds. Surface A. 
 
 
13-32.4. Ottare, Paris Island or other square based point. TUA Level 5 
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13-32.1. Left to right, top to bottom: Grit-tempered plain sherds, sand and grit tempered-
sherds, grit-tempered plain sherds. TUA Level 5 
 
 
13-35.3 Left to right, top to bottom: Primary chert flake, TA secondary chert flakes, 
secondary chert flakes. TUA Level 6 
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13-39.1–3 Sand-, grit-, and limestone-tempered Fort Walton Incised sherds. Surface B, at 
separate site, McKinnie North, 8JA1930 
 
   
13-47.1–6. Left to right, top to bottom: Sand-tempered fabric-impressed, sand-tempered 
plain rim, grit-tempered, cross-mending very thick, grit-tempered cross-mending, sand-
tempered plain and grit-tempered plain sherds. TUB Level 2  
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13-47.7. Distal biface fragment, reverse and obverse. TUB Level 2 
 
 
13-47.8–10. TA secondary chert flakes, secondary chert flakes, chert blockshatter. TUB 
Level 2  
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13-48.1. Hamilton point with distal break. Feature 2, in the creek’s cutbank   
 
 
13-48.3. Hematitic sandstone pieces from Feature 2 in the creek cutbank   
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13-48.4 Quartzite shatter from Feature 2 in the creek cutbank 
 
 
13-54. Water-worn sand-tempered plain sherds. General surface collection  
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13-58.1–3. Left to right, top to bottom: Grit-tempered plain, sand-tempered plain, and 
indet stamped sherds. TUB Level 1  
 
 
13-67.1. Indet sand-tempered corner of vessel STE, 0–25 cm 
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13-68.1. Grit tempered sherdlet. TUB Level 4 
 
13-69. Point made of agatized coral, probably Levy or Pickwick. TUB Floor 4 
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13-71.1–4. Left to right, top to bottom: Primary43 chert, TA secondary chert, secondary 
chert flakes and blockshatter. TUB Level 3 
 
 
13-72.1 Distal bifaces fragment, minimally worked on one side. TUB Level 3 in situ 
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13-76.1–2. Grit-tempered check-stamped rim, and sand-tempered plain with a tiny amount 
of spiculate-paste sherds. STE 0–25 cm 
 
 
13-77.1–2. Grit-tempered plain and sand-tempered plain sherds. STE 25–30 
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13-80. Fort Walton Incised rim sherd. Collect C, in and near the creek  
 
 
13-80.2 Grit-tempered Lake Jackson ticked rim sherd, Surface C, in and near the creek 
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13-80.4 Sand-tempered very well made poss brushed sherds 
 
 
13-80.5 Grit-tempered strongly out-flaring rim sherd, probably a jar. Surface C, in and 
near the creek 
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13-80.6 Sand-tempered incurvate rim sherd, globular vesseL Surface C, in and near the 
creek 
 
 
13-80.7 Grit-tempered check-stamped rim sherds, jar. Surface C, in and near the creek 
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13-80.8 Grit-tempered check-stamped rim sherd with folded rim. Surface C, in and near 
the creek 
 
 
13-80.9 Grit-tempered check-stamped body sherds. Surface C, in and near the creek 
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13-80.10 Grit-tempered plain body sherds. Surface C, in and near the creek 
 
 
13-80.11 Sand-tempered plain body sherds. Surface C, in and near the creek 
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13-86.4 Sand- / Grit-tempered Lake Jackson rim sherd. TUB Level 2 
 
 
13-86.1–3. Sand-tempered plain rim, sand-tempered plain body, sand- / grit-tempered 
plain body sherds. TUB Level 2 
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APPENDIX B-2 
PHOTOGRAPHS OF ARTIFACTS IN THE MCKINNIE PRIVATE COLLECTION 
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MC-CS-1 (Case 1) 
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MC-CS-2, left side (Case 2) 
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MC-CS-2, right side (Case 2) 
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MC-CS-3, Fiber-tempered pottery (Case 3) 
 223 
 
 
MC-CS-4, left side (Case 4)  
 224 
 
 
MC-CS-4, right side (Case 4)  
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MC-CS-5, left side (Case 5) 
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MC-CS-5, right side (Case 5) 
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MC-CS-6 (Case 6) 
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MC-CS7 (Case 7) 
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MC-CS-8 (Case 8) 
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MC-CS-9 (Case 9) 
 231 
 
 
MC-CS-10 (Case 10) 
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MC-CS-11 (Case 11) 
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MC-CS-12, left side (Case 12) 
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MC-CS-12, right side (Case 12) 
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MC-CS-13 (Case 13, turkey foot from hunting on the day the site was discovered) 
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MC-CS-14 (Case 14) 
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MC-CS-15 (Case 15) 
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MC-CS-16 (Case 16) 
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MC-CS-17 (Case 17) 
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MC-CS-18 (Case 18) 
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MC-DF-1.3 Chattahoochee Brushed sherd 
 
 
MC-DF-1.4 Sand-tempered complicated-stamped body sherd 
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MC-DF-1.5 Sand-tempered Fort Walton Incised rim sherd  
 
 
MC-DF-1.6 Sand-tempered Fort Walton Incised body sherds 
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MC-DF-1.7 Sand-tempered check-stamped rim sherd 
 
 
MC-DF-F2.1–7 (left to right, top to bottom) contents of Feature 2: distal biface fragment 
with use-wear, secondary chert flake, friable ochre fragment, quartzite shatter, smoothed 
river pebbles, hematitic stone pieces, charcoal.  
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MC-DF-F2.1 Close-up of biface with use-wear from Feature 2 
 
 
MC-DF-F2.1 Use-wear close-up on biface  
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MC-DF-F3.1–7 (Left to right, top to bottom) contents of Feature 3: Utilized flake, chert 
shatter, quartzite shatter with cortex, worn pebbles, hematitic stone pieces, charcoal 
 
 
MC-DF-F4.1–8 (Left to right, top to bottom) contents of Feature 4: Secondary chert flake 
with cortex, ochre pebble, quartzite pebble with wear, smoothed pebbles, quartzite shatter, 
hematitic stone pieces, charcoal  
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MC-DF-F5.1–6  (Left to right, top to bottom) contents of Feature 5: Secondary chert flake, 
ochre pebble, smoothed pebble, quartzite shatter, charcoal 
 
 
MC-DF-F6.1–8 (Left to right, top to bottom) contents of Feature 6: Secondary chert flake 
with use-wear, ochre pebbles, quartzite shatter with cortex, quartzite shatter no cortex, 
charcoal, smoothed pebbles, broken pebbles, hematitic stone pieces 
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MC-DF-F7.1–8 (Left to right, top to bottom) contents of Feature 7: Secondary chert flake, 
chert shatter (opaline), ochre pebble, quartzite shatter (poss smoothed), iron-stained 
sandstone pieces, hematitic stone piece, smoothed pebbles, and charcoal 
 
 
MC-DF-F8.1–8 (Left to right, top to bottom) contents of Feature 8: Chert shatter, quartzite 
shatter no cortex, quartzite shatter with cortex, battered pebbles, smoothed pebbles, 
hematitc stone pieces, ochre, and charcoal 
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MC-DF-F9.1–8 (Left to right, top to bottom) contents of Feature 9: Chert shatter, probably 
micro core, quartzite shatter with cortex, orchre with scratched line, smoothed pebbles, 
battered pebbles, hematitic stone pieces, and charcoal  
 
 
 
MC-DF-F9.2 Close up of linear flake scars on probable micro core 
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MC-DF-F10.1–7 (Left to right, top to bottom) contents of Feature 10: Basal fragment from 
a weak-shouldered point, quartzite shatter, smoothed pebbles, battered pebbles, ochre 
chunk, hematitic stone pieces, charred wood (?) 
 
 
MC-DF-F10.1 Close-up of basal fragment from a weak-shouldered point 
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Table C-1 Calibrated trace elements for all samples, parts per million. 
Sherd Name Th Rb Sr Y Zr Nb 
acs.1 6 22 22 18 
 
16 
acs.2 6 10 15 17 197 13 
acs.3 4 5 16 26 521 20 
acs.4 6 42 54 28 394 13 
acs.5 3 7 13 21 486 13 
acs.6 9 44 30 25 327 21 
acs.7 8 17 15 27 379 14 
acs.8 8 39 33 20 417 15 
acs.9 9 41 31 18 379 16 
acs.10 8 34 30 20 383 13 
acs.11 10 57 40 27 419 17 
acs.12 12 43 42 23 309 24 
acs.17 11 76 62 45 384 20 
MC.CS3.1 10 37 30 19 377 17 
MC.CS3.2 14 52 36 40 421 23 
MC.CS3.3 16 50 37 37 467 24 
MC.CS3.4 11 58 38 71 414 26 
MC.CS3.5 9 55 36 61 373 20 
MC.CS3.6 16 56 37 40 462 25 
MC.CS3.7 14 54 38 41 408 23 
MC.CS3.8 12 49 33 46 355 23 
MC.CS3.9 12 50 33 42 346 18 
MC.CS3.10 11 52 37 50 419 24 
MC.CS3.11 13 56 34 55 431 22 
MC.CS3.12 5 24 29 37 302 16 
MC.CS3.13 12 55 32 48 368 22 
MC.CS3.14 10 37 30 19 377 17 
JMC.DF.1 10 35 26 25 371 17 
JMC.DF.2 8 15 28 26 309 17 
JMC.DF.3 12 91 30 22 182 18 
JMC.DF.4 6 25 27 34 181 21 
JMC.DF.5 7 72 58 49 354 19 
JMC.DF.6 14 61 64 41 553 20 
JMC.DF.7 8 24 29 28 320 17 
JMC.DF.8 11 25 29 35 373 18 
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Sherd Name Th Rb Sr Y Zr Nb 
JMC.DF.9 7 26 29 40 325 18 
JMC.DF.10 11 48 46 35 436 20 
JMC.DF.11 12 34 35 48 318 18 
JMC.DF.12 12 25 37 32 308 20 
MKS.SC.1 7 27 43 57 204 16 
MKS.TUA.L3.1 5 29 40 35 246 13 
MKS.TUA.L3.2 15 52 30 43 509 21 
MKS.TUA.L3.3 9 12 20 59 279 16 
MKS.TUA.L3.4 13 34 29 48 399 18 
MKS.TUA.L3.5 9 30 28 29 352 18 
MKS.TUA.L3.6 7 35 29 38 278 12 
MKS.TUA.L3.7 5 35 39 32 231 13 
MKS.TUA.L3.8 9 51 29 34 440 18 
MKS.TUA.L3.9 11 47 40 58 512 22 
MKS.TUA.L3.10 9 37 37 35 279 13 
MKS.TUA.L4.1 12 41 28 42 398 21 
MKS.TUA.L4.2 12 26 21 33 411 22 
MKS.TUA.L4.3 10 47 25 40 348 20 
MKS.TUA.L4.4 11 48 34 42 382 21 
MKS.TUA.L4.5 10 41 32 50 398 18 
MKS.TUA.L4.6 10 45 31 60 349 21 
MKS.TUA.L4.7 11 47 32 63 377 21 
MKS.TUA.L4.8 15 52 31 47 464 20 
MKS.TUA.L4.9 9 49 28 38 349 17 
MKS.TUA.L4.10 5 30 32 31 261 12 
MKS.TUA.L4.11 12 52 27 46 407 23 
MKS.TUA.L4.12 14 40 31 41 411 27 
MKS.TUA.L4.13 13 50 41 42 338 19 
MKS.TUA.L4.14 14 44 39 46 331 19 
MKS.TUA.L4.15 12 51 26 36 342 19 
MKS.TUA.L4.16 11 44 41 66 520 19 
MKS.TUA.L4.17 10 46 26 46 370 22 
MKS.TUA.L4.18 12 44 40 67 544 20 
MKS.TUA.L4.19 9 18 29 36 348 25 
MKS.TUA.L4.20 10 25 24 76 163 15 
MKS.TUA.L5.1 8 42 25 38 328 18 
MKS.TUA.L5.2 9 50 26 35 336 20 
MKS.TUA.L5.3 8 48 25 33 322 18 
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Sherd Name Th Rb Sr Y Zr Nb 
MKS.TUA.L5.4 11 48 27 38 345 19 
MKS.TUA.L5.5 7 49 24 26 299 17 
MKS.TUA.L5.6 6 44 25 37 333 18 
MKS.TUA.L5.7 6 19 21 35 371 21 
MKS.TUA.L5.8 11 50 26 29 328 19 
MKS.TUA.L5.9 13 36 36 73 379 27 
MKS.TUA.L5.10 13 47 44 42 328 19 
Perry-CS.58 11 46 51 32 357 18 
Perry-CS.64 9 49 39 35 230 14 
Perry-CS.20 8 28 39 43 277 19 
Perry-CS.36 9 63 48 35 244 15 
Perry-CS.49 12 57 57 40 326 20 
Perry-CS.51 12 59 57 43 295 19 
Perry-CS.66 10 72 74 27 389 14 
Perry-CS.80 8 27 45 27 236 12 
Perry-CS.95 12 58 40 35 314 18 
Perry-CS.11 9 56 65 34 323 17 
Perry-CS.18 10 58 41 34 361 19 
Perry-CS.55 7 24 35 33 252 15 
Perry-CS.56 9 61 59 29 304 15 
Perry-CS.1 10 38 40 27 287 18 
Perry-CS.15 10 64 50 30 339 17 
Perry-CS.16 10 60 48 32 312 17 
Perry-CS.17 11 78 56 29 299 16 
Perry-CS.41 10 53 46 35 330 15 
Perry-CS.46 12 61 62 34 344 18 
Perry-CS.54 12 41 39 52 428 18 
Perry-CS.58 9 44 41 35 330 18 
Perry-CS.60 12 56 55 35 279 19 
Perry-CS.61 9 52 54 31 299 17 
Perry-CS.62 10 54 52 37 268 18 
Perry-CS.68 10 50 40 36 327 17 
Perry-CS.68 8 44 44 43 305 19 
Perry-CS.72 9 36 77 31 291 16 
Perry-CS.75 9 49 47 32 338 17 
Perry-CS.105 9 37 40 33 331 18 
Perry-CS.109 12 56 55 29 328 18 
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Table C-2  All clay source samples with provenience and UTM 17N NAD83 coordinates 
Sample Name Test Group Provenience Easting (m) Northing (m) 
acs.1 source_lower Ted Landing 68390 3319545 
acs.2 source_lower Bryants Landing 675787 3335224 
acs.3 source_chipla Nadine Stone L 678910 3352923 
acs.4 source_Upper Cayson Landing 672908 3350048 
acs.5 source_chipla Chipola Landing 688417 3369925 
acs.6 source_upper Landstore 698346 3387210 
acs.7 source_upper Butler Road 706054 3400892 
acs.8 source_upper Paramore L 704037 3394864 
acs.9 source_upper Buena Vista 697324 3407582 
acs.10 source_upper Chattchee L 707187 3399230 
acs.11 source_local 8ja1869 701102 3392279 
acs.12 source_local 8ja1869 701102 3392279 
 
 
Table C-3 Principle Component Matrix  
Component Matrix
a
 
 
Component 
1 2 
Th .860 .042 
Rb .617 .655 
Sr .320 .835 
Y .573 -.310 
Zr .596 -.356 
Nb .767 -.414 
Extraction Method: Principal 
Component Analysis. 
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a. 2 components extracted. 
 
Table C-4 Correlations between all elements. 
Correlation Matrix 
 Th Rb Sr Y Zr Nb 
Correlation Th 1.000 .506 .229 .346 .402 .604 
Rb .506 1.000 .584 .114 .125 .210 
Sr .229 .584 1.000 .020 -.032 -.093 
Y .346 .114 .020 1.000 .230 .450 
Zr .402 .125 -.032 .230 1.000 .452 
Nb .604 .210 -.093 .450 .452 1.000 
Sig. (1-tailed) Th  .000 .008 .000 .000 .000 
Rb .000  .000 .117 .096 .014 
Sr .008 .000  .417 .369 .166 
Y .000 .117 .417  .008 .000 
Zr .000 .096 .369 .008  .000 
Nb .000 .014 .166 .000 .000  
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APPENDIX D: 
MCKINNIE NORTH SITE, 8JA1930 
 
USGS Map Reference: Sneads FL, 2012; T3N, R7W, Sec. 23 NW 1/4 
Location: UTM NAD 83, Zone 17N: 700792 m E, 3392418 m N; 105 m NW of 8JA1869 
Site type: low density ceramic and debitage surface scatter 
Time Period: Fort Walton (Mississippian) 
Area: approximately 20 x 20 m 
Elevation: 20.5 m (67 ft.) above mean sea level 
Physiography: north of July Lake Creek on the toe slope of bluffs at the edge of the 
Apalachicola River (west side), just beneath the Grand Ridge physiographic province.  
Environment: grassy overgrown firebreak on the border of pine plantation, south side borders 
hardwood backswamp (dry) forest 
Stratigraphy: thin brown sandy topsoil, then disturbed medium brownish gray clay loam and 
medium gravels to 40 cm with hard reddish brown clay beneath  
Ground surface at time of survey: recently disturbed by fire break cut, 60 percent visibility 
with some grass and dog fennel 
Integrity: very poor, disturbed surface scatter only, subsurface disturbed by at least one planted 
pine harvest, fire break scrape, and possible earlier agricultural use 
NRHP Eligibility: insufficient information; site may extend north through planted pine over 
bluff 
Recommendations: Further testing, delineation 
Field Investigation: The site is approximately 20 m west of a two track road that runs south into 
the McKinnie site (8JA1869, 105 m southeast), the subject of a 2013 University of South Florida 
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(USF) field school excavation. McKinnie North was discovered by field workers walking the 
sandy/mud road north when they noticed a clearing in the planted pines, where a recent fire 
break scrape had removed surface vegetation (map, Figure D-1). This area is right at the edge of 
the bluffs that are high enough to stay dry during flooding, but are not part of the Grand Ridge 
uplands, which are approximately 200 m farther west, separated by some gullies. McKinnie 
north is about 115 m north of July creek which flows into the Apalachicola River (Figure D-2). 
Surface collection (called Surface B) in this area recovered sand/grit/ and limestone-tempered 
Fort Walton Incised pottery, sand-tempered and grit-tempered pottery, and two pieces of lithic 
debitage. McKinnie North is considered a separate site from 8JA1869 because there were no 
materials found between the two sites.  
One shovel test (STD) placed within 2–3 meters of the surface collection yielded no 
further artifacts and revealed a disturbed clayey stratum and a hard clay subsoil below, at 40 cm.  
This site is likely an ephemeral surface scatter like the one similarly noted at the nearby 
McKinnie site. Scatters such as these are common in the area because there were intensive Fort 
Walton agricultural villages all along the river’s edge, about 400 meters south of this location.  
While the site appears to be a light, disturbed scatter, further work is suggested because this 
scatter could extend into/be related to other Fort Walton activities in the bluffs on the west side 
of the river, an area not well explored. All artifacts are stored at the USF archaeology lab.  
 
Figure D-1 Aerial plan view of the 8JA1930 with relation to McKinnie (8JA1869) 
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Figure D-2 McKinnie North (8JA1930) on USGS topographic quadrangle, Sneads FL, 
2012 
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Table D-1 Artifacts recovered from 8JA1930 surface. All artifacts are stored at the 
University of South Florida Archaeology Lab, Tampa, FL.  
Catalogue # 
(8JA1869-) 
Provenience Contents 
13-39.1 
Surface B 1 sand/grit/limestone-tempered Fort Walton Incised rim sherd ticked 
(39.1-3 same vessel) (1.6 g) 
13-39.2 
Surface B 1 sand/grit/limestone-tempered Fort Walton Incised body sherd, broad 
parallel incision at top (39.1-3 same vessel) (5.5 g) 
13-39.3 
Surface B 1 sand/grit/limestone-tempered Fort Walton Incised body sherd (39.1-3 
same vessel) (5 g) 
13-39.4 Surface B 1 sand-tempered check-stamped body sherd (5.2 g) 
13-39.5 Surface B 9 grit-tempered plain body sherd (43.7 g) 
13-39.6 
 
Surface B 10 sand-tempered plain body sherd (11.2 g) 
13-39.7 Surface B 2 secondary thermally altered chert flakes (9.4 g) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
